
WASECA COUNTY 
LOCALWATER MANAGEMENT 

PLAN  
AMENDMENT 

2015 - 2018 
 

 

 
                 (Photo credit: Kelly Hunt) 

Clear Lake, Waseca, Minnesota 

 

 

 

Prepared by Waseca County  

Planning and Zoning 



This page was intentionally left blank to allow for two-sided printing. 



 
i  

Waseca County Water Plan Amendment (2015 ï 2018) 

WASECA COUNTY WATER PLAN 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

           Abbreviations Listééééééééééééééé......................... Pg. iii 

 

Executive Summary........................................................................................ ..iv 

Water Plan ContentsΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..Χ..iv 

Section One: Purpose of the PlanΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ....v 

Section Two: Waseca County Priority Concerns....ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.....vi 

Waseca County Water Plan Task ForceΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ........................vii 

Section Three: Summary of Goals & ObjectivesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..x 

Section Four: Consistency with Other Plans & Recommended 

ChangesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.ΧΧxi 

Section Five: Nonpoint Priority Funding PlanΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..ΧΧxv 

 

                        Chapter One: County Profile &  

Priority  Concerns AssessmentΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.1 

 Section One: County ProfileΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..1 

Section Two: Reducing Priority 

Pollutants AssessmentΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.6 

Section Three: Drainage & 

Wetlands AssessmentΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ24 

Section Four: Shorelands & 

Natural Corridors AssessmentΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.36 

Section Five: Public Education AssessmentΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..39 

            

 



 
ii   

Waseca County Water Plan Amendment (2015 ï 2018) 

 Chapter Two: Goals, Objectives, and 

Implementation Steps .................................................................. ΧΧΧ.43 

 

Goal One: Protect & Improve the Quality of Water Resources  

Throughout the CountyΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ45 

Goal Two: Maintain & Enhance the Countyôs 

Drainage System and Wetland ResourcesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ51 

Goal Three: Protect & Enhance the Countyôs 

Shoreland & Natural CorridorsΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ55 

Goal Four: Increase Awareness on 

Key Water Planning IssuesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.58 

           

 

                        Chapter Three: Implementation Program &  

Ongoing Water Plan ActivitiesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ..62 

Section One: ImplementationΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.62 

Section Two: Ongoing Water Plan ActivitiesΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ66 

 

 

 

Appendices 

 

 

Waseca County 2012 TMDL  Map &  Example 

County TMDL  Implementation Plan ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.. Appendix A  

                 SWCD Comprehensive Plan Supporting Documents ΧΧΧΧΧΧΧ.Χ.Appendix B  

Priority Concerns Scoping Document ..................................................Appendix C 

Waseca County Restorable 

Wetlands Inventory  Map .................................................................. Appendix D 

      

     Local Water Management Plan 2015 Amendment Documentséé.Appendix E 

  



 
iii   

Waseca County Water Plan Amendment (2015 ï 2018) 

Abbreviations List 

 

BMPs   Best Management Practices 

BWSR  Board of Water and Soil Resources 

CFO  County Feedlot Officer 

CLWMP         Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan 

CRP   Conservation Reserve Program 

CRWP  Cannon River Watershed Partnership 

CSW  Construction Stormwater 

CWA   Clean Water Act 

CWAA  Clean Water Accountability Act 

DNR   Department of Natural Resources 

EQB  Environmental Quality Board 

FSA  Farm Service Agency 

GIS   Geographic Information Systems 

LGU    Local Government Unit 

LSRWN  Le Sueur River Watershed Network 

MNSUWRC  Minnesota State University Water Resources Center 

MDA   Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

MDH   Minnesota Department of Health 

MGS  Minnesota Geological Survey 

MnDOT  Minnesota Department of Transportation 

MNSU  Minnesota State University, Mankato 

MPCA   Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 

MS4s  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems 

NPDES  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 

NRCS  National Resources Conservation Service 

RBC  Rivers Basin Council 

RIM   Reinvest in Minnesota 

RNDC  Region Nine Development Commission 

SDS  State Disposal System 

SWCD  Soil & Water Conservation District 

SSTS   Subsurface Sewage Treatment System 

TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USDA  United States Department of Agriculture 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS  United States Geological Survey 

WCA   Wetland Conservation Act 

WLA   Waseca Lakes Association 

WRAPS Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies 

WRB  Water Resources Board 

WRC  Water Resources Center



Waseca County Executive Summary Pg. iv Water Plan Amendment   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

 
 

 
 

Water Plan Contentsé 

Following Minnesota State Statues, 103B.314, this Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 

includes the following information: 

 

V Executive Summary: Outlines the purpose of the local water management plan, 

including a description of the priority concerns to be addressed by the plan, a summary 

of the goals and actions to be taken, a summary of the consistency of the plan with other 

pertinent local, state, and regional plans and controls, and a summary of recommended 

amendments to other plans and official controls. 

 

V Assessment of Priority Concerns: Chapter One analyzes the relevant data, plans, and 
policies for each of the Countyôs priority concerns, including how the concern is 
impacting or changing the Countyôs land and water resources. 

 

V Goals and Objectives: Chapter Two contains a set of goals, objectives, and action 

steps for each of the Countyôs priority issues spanning a 2015-2018 timeframe. These 

items were put together by using a Water Plan Task Force appointed by the County 

Board. 

 

V Implementation: Chapter Three provides information on how the Waseca County 
Water Plan will  be implemented. In addition, information on how the Plan can be 
amended (if  needed) is outlined. 

 

V Priority  Concerns Scoping Document: This document, which outlines the process 
used to identify the Countyôs priority concerns for the 2009-2018 Local Water 
Management Plan, can be found in Appendix C. Previous water planning 
accomplishments are also listed in the document.
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Section One: 

Purpose of the Plan 
 

The Comprehensive Local Water Management Act (Minnesota Statutes Sections 103B.301 to 

103B.355) encourages counties to develop and implement a local water management plan. 

Pursuant to the requirements of the law, this plan: 

 

ü Covers the entire area of the County; 

 

ü Addresses water problems in the context of watershed units and groundwater systems; 

 

ü Is based upon principles of sound hydrologic management of water, effective environmental 

protection and efficient management; 

 

ü Is consistent with local water management plans prepared by counties and watershed 

management organizations wholly or partially within a single watershed unit or 

groundwater system; and 

 

ü Must be written to be in effect for five to ten years, specifying duration, from the date the 

Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) approves the local water management plan. 

For plans written to be in effect for ten years, the BWSR Board strongly encourages 

writing the implementation program within a five year extent, pursuing a plan amendment 

to update the implementation schedule for the final five years of the ten-year program.  A 

two-year extension of the revision date of a comprehensive water plan local water 

management plan may be granted by BWSR, provided no projects are ordered or 

commenced during the period of the extension. 

 

This Waseca County water plan amendment shall act as an update to the originally accepted 

2009-2018 water plan, in accordance with the final requirement of the Comprehensive Local 

Water Management Plan Act. A two year extension of the 2013 five-year revision date was 

granted by BWSR. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Waseca County Executive Summary Pg. vi Water Plan Amendment   

Section Two: 

Waseca County Priority  Concerns 

 
Waseca Countyôs priority concerns for the 2009-2018 local water management plan were 

identified by two primary sources. Firstly, a Countywide Public Issues Meeting was held 

on July 17, 2007. The meeting was held at night to accommodate majority working 

schedules and was advertised in the newspaper. There were thirty-three in attendance at 

this meeting, which lasted roughly two hours. An overview of the planning process was 

provided along with a scoping session to identify key water-planning issues.  Secondly, 

written comments were received from a variety of sources, including State agencies and 

local water management organizations. The Countyôs 2009-2018 Water Plan Task Force, 

seen on the following page, then reviewed the overall list of concerns and grouped the 

majority of them into four categories.  
 

On July 1
st
, 2014, the Waseca County Board of Commissioners adopted resolution No. 

2014-26, committing to update and amend the Waseca County Local Water Management 

Plan (Appx.E). Following the passage of this resolution, a workshop was held with the 

2015-2018 Update Water Plan Task on September 23, 2014, in order to address the 

progress made with actions presented in the 2009-2018 Implementation Plan. Utilizing 

the discussion that took place at this workshop, a list detailing the accomplishments that 

took place between the implementation of the water plan and the 2015 amendment was 

created. This list and other documents pertinent to the 2015 Local Water Management 

Plan Amendment can be found in Appendix E. 

  

An additional topic addressed at the September 23, 2014 meeting was the potential of 

developing new priority concern areas. It was determined that the concern areas remain 

unchanged, and were to remain grouped into the following four categories: 
 

 

1. Reducing Priority  Pollutants 

 

a. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)  ï A TMDL, or Total Maximum Daily 

Load, is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can 

receive and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount to the 

pollutant's sources. When a waterbody cannot sustain a number of identified 

pollutants, it is placed on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agencyôs TMDL list of 

impaired waters. The 2012 list of Impaired Waters in Waseca County is found in 

Chapter One. The County would simply like to work with the various water- 

resource partners on getting these waters off the TMDL listing. The MPCA 

generates the 303d list and is responsible for TMDL development. 

 

b.  Feedlots ï Waseca County has approximately 248 feedlots. The potential stress to 

water quality from the huge volumes of manure is clearly a water quality priority for 

management. There are many related animal management issues besides the  
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Waseca County Water Plan Task Force 

 

 

 

2009-2018  Plan 
Hugh Valiant    Minnesota DNR 
Kathy Guse   Township and Agriculture, Farm Bureau Association  
Lester Kroeger    Township and Agriculture 

Clinton Rogers    Lake Elysian, City of Janesville 

Lane Warner   St. Olaf Lake Association 

Duane Rathmann  Waseca Lakes Association 

Jim Williams   Janesville Township Chairman 

Richard Androli   County Commissioner / Alliance 

Dan Kuhns    County Commissioner 

Marla Watje   SWCD District Manager 

Wayne Cords    SWCD Supervisor 

Bob Drager   SWCD Supervisor 

Chris Hughes    BWSR Board Conservationist 

Sarah Berry   Waseca County Public Health 

    

Angela Knish   Waseca County Planning & Zoning Administrator 

Mark Leiferman   Waseca County Planning & Zoning Administrator 

Laura Rohde   Waseca County Planning & Zoning Specialist 

Matthew Johnson  Midwest Community Planning ï Consultant 

 

2015-2018 Amendment 
Dan Girolamo   Minnesota DNR 

Kathy Guse   Township and Agriculture, Farm Bureau Association  
Lester Kroeger    Township and Agriculture 

Duane Rathmann  Waseca Lakes Association 

Jim Williams   Janesville Township Chairman 

Richard Androli   County Commissioner / Alliance 

Dan Kuhns    County Commissioner 

Dan Arndt   SWCD District Manager 

Wayne Cords    SWCD District Supervisor 

Bob Drager   SWCD District Supervisor 

Chris Hughes    BWSR Board Conservationist 

Tom Gile   BWSR Board Conservationist 

Kimberly Shermo
+
   Waseca County Public Health    

 

Mark Leiferman   Waseca County Planning & Zoning Administrator 

Kelly Hunt
+
   Waseca County Water Resources Specialist 

Laura Rohde   Waseca County Planning & Zoning Specialist 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

+ 
Kimberly Shermo and

 
Kelly Hunt were not in attendance at the Water Plan Amendment workshop
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  direct runoff of manure with its common pollutants (biochemical oxygen demand, 

ammonia, nutrients and fecal coliform bacteria). There are also environmental 

concerns with nitrate and chloride pollution being introduced to ground waters 

(demonstrating the need for adequate nutrient management for farmers/agricultural 

producers) and emerging issues related to antibiotic resistant organisms spreading in 

the environment. Manure management issues will  also be discussed. 

 

c.  Septic Systems - Upgrading Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS, 

formerly known as ISTS) in Waseca County will  help reduce loading of fecal 

coliform bacteria and nutrients to surface waters. Because of this large task, it is 

important that the County continue to develop strategies to address this issue. 

 

d.  Erosion &  Runoff - Protection of agricultural soils from erosion provides for the 

long-term productive capability of the soil resource base of the County. Prevention  

of soil loss due to erosion also reduces sediment and attached phosphorous in 

receiving waters, helping to improve water quality. Erosion and sedimentation from 

runoff and stream banks are a major source of pollutants to surface waters. The  

Minnesota River Basin Plan and the Lower Minnesota River Dissolved Oxygen Plan 

have recommended increased adoption of soil erosion practices. 

 

e.   Stormwater Management - Stormwater is the water that flows over the land after a 

rain event or snowmelt. It carries with it pollutants such as sediment, phosphorus, 

coliform bacteria, oils, toxins, and debris. Surficial interactions also result in 

increased water temperatures. When natural areas are developed, the amount of 

impervious land surface increases, in turn increasing the volume and velocity of 

stormwater. This polluted stormwater discharges into streams and lakes. Lowering 

stormwater volumes and velocity, as well as hindering temperature increases of 

waters in which it comes in contact with, helps maintain the health of County waters 

and biological communities within.  
 

2. Drainage/Wetlands Management - Agricultural drainage in Waseca County consists of a 

significant number of open ditches and tile drainage systems. According to the Minnesota 

State Universityôs Water Resources Centerôs Surface Water Hydrology Atlas for Waseca 

County, the County has 54 public ditches: 38 are County, 3 are Joint County, and 13 are 

Judicial. At the time of the creation of the 1997-2007 Waseca County Water Plan, public 

ditches were said to extend for approximately 264 miles. Also at this time, there were 121 

miles of open ditches and 143 miles of tile mains, or closed ditches. Private systems are 

also common throughout the County. These systems are a major component of Waseca 

Countyôs water resources and as such should and do receive considerable attention by the 

County. Agricultural drainage systems in Waseca County date back to the early 1900ôs and 

are reaching the end of their functional life span. In many cases the systems are under  

designed and the cost to replace them is high. Thus, the agricultural drainage system  

deserves continued attention in this local water management plan amendment. A 

preliminary discussion has already been started regarding the possibility of conducting a 

thorough Drainage Management Plan to properly address the various issues. This study 

would also include the identification of potential wetland restorations to assist with water  
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quality and flood control. In addition, the passage of the new buffer initiative in June of 

2015 is projected to provide significant water quality improvements within drainage 

systems and on public waters across the state. This initiative is detailed in Chapter One, 

Section Three. 

 

 

3. Natural  Corridors  and Shoreland Management - Natural corridors and shoreland 

management go hand-in-hand with protecting water resources for a variety of reasons. 

Natural corridors (sometimes referred to as open space), also help to maintain biological 

diversity and provide connectivity between the communityôs most valuable resources. As 

shorelands continue to be developed, valuable natural assets are slowly being lost. Over the 

past decade, the importance of protecting shallow lakes (or wetlands) for water-quality 

purposes has received an increasing amount of public scrutiny. As a result, the County is 

currently examining adopting tougher shoreland management provisions. 

 

4. Public Education - Water plans have traditionally focused on providing education on a 

number of key water-related issues. Waseca County is committed to continuing this 

tradition, by focusing their educational efforts on the Countyôs priority water-planning 

issues. In addition, a number of the miscellaneous issues, such as the importance of 

protecting groundwater, will  be considered in the Countyôs educational efforts. This priority 

issue will  also be a way for the County to cooperate with a number of the key water- 

planning stakeholders. 

 

The Countyôs official Priority Concerns Scoping Document can be found in Appendix D
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Section Three: 

Summary of Goals &  Objectives 

 
The 2009-2018 Water Plan Task Force met three times to review the Countyôs priority concerns and 

to develop goals, objectives, and implementation steps for the original 2009-2018 Local Water 

Management Plan. These goals and objectives were carried over into the 2015 Update, and new 

implementation steps were developed. Collectively, these represent the Countyôs commitment to 

properly address the issues identified in the Countyôs Priority Concerns Scoping Document. 

Chapter Two contains the complete results, including information on estimated costs and the 2015 

Implementation Steps Amendments. A summary of the Countyôs four goal areas and corresponding 

objectives is provided below: 

 

GOAL  1: 

PROTECT AND IMPROVE  THE  

QUALITY  OF WATER  RESOURCES THROUGHOUT  THE COUNTY  
 

Objective  1:  Work  to  monitor  and  assess  all  County  waters  for  determination  and  extent  of 

impairments. 

Objective 2: Properly manage pollution caused by feedlots and industry. 

Objective 3: Identify non-compliant septic systems. 

Objective 4: Reduce erosion and sediment loading of surface water resources. 

Objective 5: Properly manage stormwater runoff. 

GOAL  2: 

MAINTAIN  AND ENHANCE THE COUNTYôS 

DRAINAGE   SYSTEM AND WETLAND RESOURCES 
 

Objective 1: Properly manage the Countyôs drainage system. 

Objective 2: Preserve and restore wetlands. 

GOAL  3: 

PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE COUNTYôS 

SHORELAND AND NATURAL CORRIDORS  
 

Objective 1: Develop and implement reasonable strategies to protect and enhance shorelands. 

Objective 2: Develop and implement reasonable strategies to protect and enhance natural corridors. 

 

GOAL  4: 

INCREASE AWARENESS ON 

KEY  WATER  PLANNING  ISSUES 
 

Objective 1: Expand the publicôs knowledge and understanding of important water issues and 

resources. 
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Section Four:  

Consistency with  Other Plans &  

Recommended Changes 

One of the requirements of local water management plans is to review other local, state, and 

regional plans for consistency and to identify recommend changes if  needed. A summary of the 

findings is provided below. 

 

The Waseca County Comprehensive Land Use Plan (2005) outlines a number of goals, objectives, 

and guiding principles that directly impact the Countyôs water resources. One of the Planôs four key 

principles is to pursue having ñsustainable community development,ò including ñA community 

where streets are safe to walk, and the air and water are cleanéò 

 

The Comprehensive Land Use Plan complements the Local Water Management Plan by identifying 

and protecting Natural Resources Corridors, Rural Open Space, and Shoreland Developments with 

the following statements: 

 

V Encourage management coordination of public lands. 

V Promote maintenance of these natural areas through continued private stewardship 
and public ownership or, if  necessary, through acquisition of easements or additional 
public lands. 

V Promote the network and scale of public lands as a unique natural recreation resource. 

V Encourage new development adjacent to public lands to reflect the natural large-

scale character of these lands. 
V Promote a residential/open space zoning option, created through three proposed 

zoning districts, which would provide higher density incentives for dedicated or 

deed restricted open space. This would be accomplished through open space zoning 

provisions or rural clustering of residential units. 

V Promote low-density residential parcels with incentives for higher densities using 

cluster or open space zoning provisions. 

V Encourage local establishment of and participation in lake property owners 

associations to further protect the County's water and wetland resources. 

V Encourage restoration of developed shoreland buffer zones through volunteer 

programs or mitigation tied to permitted property improvements. 

V Establish an incentive program for development of shoreland buffer zones. 

V Revisit lakes and stream classification and shoreland development standards 

periodically. 
 

 

The Waseca County Unified Development Code ,including the County Zoning Ordinance (2009) 

divides the unincorporated areas of the County into seven distinct zoning districts, ranging from 

agricultural to industrial development. In addition, the Ordinance creates four overlay districts, 

including ones to regulate both shoreland development and floodplain management. These types of 

overlay districts are common in counties throughout Minnesota. The provisions found in the Water 

Plan complement the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. 
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The cities of Waseca and Janesville, located in Waseca County, are the only two communities in 

the county that have municipal Comprehensive Plans and Zoning Ordinances. These documents 

control land use development in the incorporated areas and have numerous natural resource 

standards consistent with the Countyôs Water Plan. 

 

 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) adopted a 2013 Strategic Plan, which describes 

the mission, vision and goals that guide the work of this state agency. The Strategic Plan can be 

found on their website (www.pca.mn.us). The Plan outlines vision statements for water, air, 

land/waste, people and approaches and operations, geared towards a cleaner environment. In 

addition, the MPCA has numerous plans and programs dealing with point (i.e. feedlots) and 

nonpoint (i.e., stormwater) pollution. The MPCA is also charged with implementing the Minnesota 

River Basic Plan (2002) and has responsibility for listing 303(d) impaired waters and corresponding 

TMDL development. The Waseca County Water Plan is tailored towards complementing a number 

of the initiatives identified in these documents. 

 

As stated within this amendment, Waseca lies within two major watersheds ï the Le Sueur River 

Watershed and the Cannon River Watershed.  Since the adoption of the Water Plan in 2009, the 

MPCA has completed the TMDL study as well as the Watershed Restoration and Protection 

Strategy (WRAPS) report for the Le Sueur River Watershed.  These two documents provide the 

most comprehensive analysis of the condition of the Le Sueur River Watershed to date.  The 

WRAPS report is designed to present scientifically and civically supported restoration and 

protection strategies to be used for water and conservation planning and implementation.  The 

WRAPS report summarizes the efforts to address water quality on a major watershed scale.  

According to the legislative requirements associated with the passage of the Clean Water, Land and 

Legacy amendment in 2013 legislation on WRAPS, reports must: 

 

1. Identify impaired waters and waters in need of protection; 

2. Identify biotic stressors causing impairments and threats to water quality; 

3. Summarize watershed modeling outputs and resulting pollution load allocations, wasteload 

allocations, and priority areas for targeting action to improve water quality; 

4. Identify point sources of pollution for which a national pollutant discharge elimination 

system permit is required under section 115.03 

5. Identify nonpoint sources of pollution for which a national pollutant discharge elimination 

system permit is not required under section 115.03, with sufficient specificity to prioritize 

and geographically locate watershed restoration and protection actions; 

6. Describe the current pollution loading and load reduction needed for each source or source 

category to meet water quality standards and goals, including wasteload and load allocation 

from TMDLs; 

7. Contain a plan for ongoing water quality monitoring to fill data gaps, determine changing 

conditions, and gauge implementation effectiveness; and 

8. Contain an implementation table of strategies and actions that are capable of cumulatively 

achieving needed pollution load reductions for point and nonpoint sources, including: 

i. Water quality parameters of concern; 
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ii.  Current water quality conditions; 

iii.  Water quality goals and targets by parameter of concern; 

iv. Strategies and actions by parameter of concern and the scale of adoptions 

needed for each; 

v. A timeline for achievement of water quality targets; 

vi. The governmental units with primary responsibility for implementing each 

watershed restoration or protection strategy; and 

vii.  A timeline and interim milestones for achievement of watershed restoration or  

protection implementation actions within ten years of strategy adoption. 

 

According to this legislation, the MPCA is responsible for developing these strategies, and 

beginning July 1
st
, 2016, and for every year thereafter, reporting the progress made on 

implementation milestones and water quality goals for all adopted TMDLs and WRAPS. The report 

also provides documentation and a summary of the Le Sueur River Watershed Monitoring and 

Assessment Report, Assessment Report of Selected Lakes within the Le Sueur River Watershed, Le 

Sueur River Watershed Biotic Stressor Identification Report, Le Sueur River Watershed Total 

Maximum Daily Load Report, Civic engagement, citizen recommendations, and local perspectives, 

Modeling and other important studies relevant to the watershed.   

 

The Cannon River Watershed Partnership (CRWP) has also begun the WRAPS process for the 

Cannon River Watershed. The Cannon River Watershed WRAPS process kick-off meeting was held 

on June 9
th
, 2015. Stakeholders including the MPCA, DNR, BWSR, SWCD and local government 

units were in attendance at this meeting, including the Waseca County Water Resources Specialist. At 

this meeting, the WRAPS process for the Cannon River Watershed was introduced, and goals for the 

plan were discussed. In addition, a survey was given regarding the hydrological simulation program 

FORTRAN to be utilized in the cannon river watershed modeling portion of the future WRAPS. 

Future meetings for the WRAPS process were also discussed, and watershed lobe meeting dates were 

scheduled.  

 

The CRWP WRAPS will reflect the watershed approach, incorporating the following into a 10-year 

cycle: 

1. Monitoring water bodies and collecting data on water chemistry and biology. This monitoring 

started in the Cannon River Watershed in 2011. 

2. Assessing the data to determine which waters are impaired, which conditions are stressing 

water quality, and which factors are fostering healthy waters. This assessment started in the 

Cannon in 2013-2014. 

3. Developing strategies to restore and protect the watershedôs water bodies, and report them in 
a document called Watershed Restoration and Protection Strategies (WRAPS). This is the 

action currently taking place, beginning in 2015. 

4. Implementing restoration and protection projects in the watershed. 

 

These WRAPS reports are being created by watersheds state-wide, and are being suggested as tools  
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for future water planning endeavors. With the launching of the One Watershed, One Plan pilot  

program by the BWSR on June 26, 2014, local government units and state agencies are aiming  

towards tailoring water plans to address water quality issues on a watershed basis, as opposed to the 

county approach. Currently, five watersheds are piloting the new One Watershed, One Plan 

objective, incorporating a prioritize, target, and measure approach. This new concept has been 

incorporated within the Waseca County Water Plan Update, utilizing the completed Le Sueur River 

WRAPS report, and is reflected in the newly created implementation steps in Chapter Two. 

 

 

The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) designates specific requirements for wellhead 

protection based on the varying classifications of public water systems in MinnesotaSystems are 

classified as either Transient Noncommunity Public Water Systems or as Community and 

Nontransient Noncommunity Public Water Systems. Wellhead protection requirements for Transient 

Noncommunity Public Water Systems include the delineation of a 200-foot radius around the well, 

which is known as the inner wellhead management zone, and also the inventory and management of 

potential contaminant sources within this inner wellhead management zones.  

 

Community and Nontransient Noncommunity Public Water Systems, are required to delineate, 

inventory, and manage an inner wellhead management zone. In addition to this requirement, these  

systems must have an associated formal wellhead protection plan, of which the planning process is 

broken into two parts. Part 1 of the planning process includes the delineation of the wellhead 

protection area and drinking water supply management area, and also an official assessment of the 

well(s) vulnerability. Part 2 involves the formal creation of the wellhead protection plan, which 

describes goals, objectives, a plan of action, evaluation program and contingency plan. In the future, 

these plans will  increasingly prescribe the types of land uses which are acceptable or which 

mitigation steps are necessary to adequately protect public drinking water supplies. 

 

 

Recommended Changes to Plans 
 

As the TMDL studies being completed on a major watershed scale identify solutions to Waseca 

Countyôs water quality issues, the Countyôs Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance may need to 

be revised to identify potential land use changes. These needed changes could take place either 

countywide or on a sub-watershed basis. The overall hope is that any local changes which are 

needed will  be accompanied with a number of win-win scenarios for local landowners. The other 

plans reviewed all nicely complement the Goals, Objectives, and Implementation Steps identified in 

the Water Plan. 
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Section Five:  

Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan  

 
Minnesotaôs Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan for Clean Water Implementation Funding Version 

1.0 (July 2014 ï June 2016) was created after the passage of the Clean Water Accountability Act 

(CWAA) in 2013. The purpose of this act was to increase accountability for public funds aimed at 

cleaning up Minnesota waters. This purpose is achieved by directing state reports to be more 

specific with the identification of all sources of pollution, state agencies to target funding where it 

can produce the greatest benefit, and requiring state agencies to report to the public on progress 

made towards clean water goals. 

 

With the passage of the CWAA, the WRAPS documents created by the MPCA, were placed into 

law. In addition, the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) was required to prepare a 

Nonpoint Priority Funding Plan. This plan prioritizes potential nonpoint restoration and protection 

actions utilizing available WRAPS, TMDL plans and local water management plans. It is a 

criteria driven process, in nature, aimed at prioritizing Clean Water Fund (CWF) investments. 

 

Presented in the 1.0 Version of the NPFP are: 

 

ü High-level state priorities for investing Clean Water Fund nonpoint implementation 

funding, 

 

ü High-level keys to implementation, 

 

ü Criteria for evaluating proposed activities for purposes of prioritizing nonpoint funding, 

and 

 

ü Estimated costs for implementing nonpoint activities. 

 

When counties intend to pursue the CWF as a potential source for project funding, they are advised 

to consider the high-level state priorities, high-level keys to implementation, and activity 

evaluation criteria. These three areas are described in further detail within this section. 

 

 

High-Level State Priorities 

 

Three high-level state priorities for investing Clean Water Fund nonpoint implementation money in 

FY2016-2017 were identified by state agencies. These priorities were identified based on the 

evaluation of asset preservation and risk-opportunity assessment. Included in these priorities are: 

 

Á Restore those impaired waters that are closest to meeting state water quality standards, 

Á Protect those high-quality unimpaired waters at greatest risk of becoming impaired, and 

Á Restore and protect water resources for public use and public health, including drinking 

water. 
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These high-level priorities take into account water quality outcomes, cost-effectiveness, 

landowner financial need, and leverage of nonstate funding sources. They are also based on the 

principle of prioritized, targeted, and measureable actions. Sound knowledge relating to the three 

high-level priorities is developed by: 

 

Á Water quality conditions based on current monitoring data, indicating proximity of waters 

to compliance with or difference from state water quality standards. Waters that fail to meet 

standards are designated as impaired. 

 

Á Water quality trends developed from monitoring data at multiple points in time, indicating 

status of water quality as improving, declining or stable. 

 

Á Natural susceptibility, sensitivity or vulnerability to nonpoint pollutants. Examples include 

aquifer vulnerability due to coarser grained soils, karst topography or aquifer depth. 

 

Á Rate and intensity of local land use or land management changes that impact water quality, 

including activities such as urban development and altered hydrology. 
 

Á Nonpoint implementation priorities expressed in state plans and strategies. 
 

Á Nonpoint implementation priorities outlines in the 2013 Clean Water Legacy Act, Section 

114D.20 Implementation; Coordination; Goals; Policies; and Priorities (M.S. 2013 

114D.20). 
 

Á Contribution to watershed health based on modeling or the best available data. 
 

Á Recreational, aesthetic or economic value of a water resource to both the local community 

and the general public. 
 

 

Keys to Implementation 

 

In order to achieve clean water goals, key actions must be formulated in addition to strategic 

planning for allocation of funding. Eight key implementation actions have been created within the 

NPFP and are described below. 

 

Accelerate Watershed-Scale Implementation 

Watershed based local water plans will head to Clean Water Fund money for high-priority actions 

being directed towards watershed scaled goals. This will facilitate the implementation of the 

overall watershed-scale directives. In addition, consolidating WRAPS and general restoration and 

protection strategies into watershed-based local water plans, which incorporate project 

implementation schedules, will improve the ability to estimate associated needs and costs.  

 

Prioritize and Target at the Watershed Scale 

Prioritization of surface and groundwater strategies at the watershed scale, followed by targeting of 

practices within subwatershed or similar scale units, using the best available science, is the key to 

developing watershed-based project implementation schedules and estimated costs. Included with 
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this key action is the need for a systematic, well documented approach to prioritizing and targeting 

in order to provide transparency.  

 

Measure Results at the Watershed Scale 

As described with prioritizing and targeting, measuring results is best accomplished at the 

watershed scale. Local water plans focused at a watershed scale and capable of producing 

measureable results are essential to adaptive management and accountability to the public. 

Mechanisms for tracking the outcomes of voluntary actions are also needed. This is because for a 

large majority of lands that contribute to nonpoint source pollution, we rely on voluntary actions by 

private land owners and managers to minimize water pollution. Support of innovative 

nonregulatory approaches to nonpoint implementation is directly related to effective measurement 

of outcomes against established benchmarks of voluntary actions (see ñSupport Innovative 

Nonregulatory Approachesò below).  

 

Utilize Science-Based Information 

The abundance of science-based information summarized in the WRAPS documents, practice 

effectiveness research and other technical reports significantly enhances the development of 

prioritized implementation schedules for projects with targeted actions. It is also a key for 

measuring results of these actions. As such, this information should be incorporated into local 

water planning and project development processes. 

 

Build Local Capacity  

The work of nonpoint implementation is the responsibility of local governments. Activities 

associated with this implementation include a mixture of: 

 

Á Project Development: Identifying practices, sites and willing landowners; tailoring practices 

as needed; recruiting project partners and leveraging funds. 

Á Technical Assistance: Helping landowners establish and maintain practices (including 

engineering and ecological assistance); conducting easement compliance reviews, quality 

assurance certifications and other technical assistance activities related to maintaining 

practices. 

Á Targeted Outreach: Engaging landowners in projects; developing and piloting outreach and 

educational programs to encourage adoption of priority practices; facilitating certification 

programs that confer public recognition for good stewardship or to provide regulatory 

assurance; facilitating water quality trading agreements; helping to develop markets for the 

environmental benefits provided by nonpoint practices. 

Á Enforcement: Enforcing and enhancing state regulation and local ordinances. 

Á Project Evaluation: Evaluating and reporting that includes identification and listing of 

appropriate metrics, measuring the effectiveness of practices installed and tracking and 

reporting project performance and outcome measures. 

 

As the WRAPS documents become completed, and local water planning shifts focus to a more 

watershed-based framework, success is a function of the presence of capable local government 

staff to develop, prioritize and target projects at the local level. 

 

Timely investments in the local conservation delivery system are another key to assisting local 

water management authorities in the usage of Clean Water Fund money to leverage other sources 
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of nonpoint implementation funding, including the federal Farm Bill conservation programs. 

 

Maximize Existing Laws and Regulations 

Traditional approaches to nonpoint pollution implementation include regulation, financial 

incentives and educational outreach. The development of effective watershed restoration and 

protection strategies involves maximizing the effectiveness of existing laws and regulations. There 

are currently a number of laws, rules and permits in place that exist for nonpoint implementation, 

including drainage, shoreland, buffers, soil loss, municipal stormwater systems, subsurface sewage 

treatment systems, feedlots, new water supply wells and pesticide use. An evaluation of these 

existing laws, rules and permits may also be needed in order to be more effective at accomplishing 

water quality goals. 

 

Support Innovative Nonregulatory Approaches 

Supporting the development of market-driven and reward-driven approaches is key to leveraging 

Clean Water Fund implementation money. Examples of these types of approaches include point-

nonpoint water quality trading; public water suppliers working with farmers in wellhead protection 

areas with elevated nitrate levels to accelerate implementation of nutrient management practices; 

and the Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification Program. Investing in nonpoint 

implementation activities such as technical assistance, outreach and education can help catalyze 

these types of innovative nonregulatory approaches. 

 

Integrate Hydrologic Management Systems into Watershed Plans 

A significant portion of Minnesotaôs natural hydrology has been altered for agriculture, forestry, 

urban/suburban and industrial development. Drainage practices, removal of perennial vegetation, 

surface water alterations and the addition of impervious surfaces, have increased runoff volumes 

and rates, contributing significantly to water quality issues. Runoff directed towards surfice waters 

can be mitigated utilizing on-land water storage practices in urban and rural situations, and is a 

necessary foundation to successfully address nonpoint source pollution. Wetland restoration and 

other practices that increase infiltration help control volume and enhance groundwater recharge. In 

addition, drainage water management in turn manages and treats runoff, especially as old drainage 

systems are replaced by new stormsewer and subsurface tile drainage systems. Integrating 

hydrology management systems into watershed-based action plans will assure greater attention is 

given to downstream impacts and benefits. 

 

 

Criteria for Eva luating Proposed Activities  
 

Nine NPFP criteria are used by state agencies to evaluate proposed program or project activities. 

These include: 

 

Á Aligned with State Priorities 

Á Locally Prioritized and Targeted 

Á Measureable Effects 

Á Multiple Benefits 

Á Longevity 

Á Capacity 

Á Leverage 
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Á Cost Effectiveness 

Á Landowner Financial Need  

 

Criterion: Alignment with State Priorities 

 

Alignment of proposed activities with state priorities. 

 

Á High-level water resource priorities established by the NPFP; and 

 

Á Nonpoint priorities identified in existing state plans and strategies mainly related to 

nutrients and sediments 
 

Criterion: Locally Prioritized & Targeted 

 

Effective prioritization and targeting of proposed activities at the watershed scale. 

 

Á ñWater quality outcomesò is one of the four factors the NPFP is required to take into 

account. 

 

Water quality outcomes are addressed by this criterion through the promotion of systematic 

science-based processes at the local level. This procedure acts to winnow down many potential site 

and activities to those that will be the most effective. The prioritization and targeting processes 

facilitate the development of prioritized project implementation schedules.  

 

Additionally, questions to consider in evaluating proposed activities include, but are not limited to: 

 

Á Is the water resource to be restored or protected identified as a high priority in a WRAPS, 

TMDL or local water plan? 

 

Á Will the activities take place in priority subwatersheds identified using the best available 

models, decision support tools and data related to the most significant water quality 

problems or threats in the major watershed? 
 
Á Do the activities target priority practices to environmentally sensitive lands and critical 

nonpoint source areas to avoid, control or trap pollutants before they reach the water? 
 

Á How will landowners at high-priority sites be identified and encouraged to participate? 
 

Watershed-based plans, especially Comprehensive Watershed Management Plans, that contain 

prioritized project implementation schedules will simplify the task of evaluating the NPFP Locally 

Prioritized and Targeted criterion. 

 

Criterion: Measureable Effects 

 

Capability of the proposed activities to produce measureable results at the watershed scale. 

 
Á ñWater quality outcomesò is one of four factors the NPFP is required to take into account. This 
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criterion is one of several ways water quality outcomes are addressed in the NPFP. 

 

Questions to consider in evaluating this criterion include, but are not limited to: 

 

Á Are predicted outcomes based on established methods and the best available data? 

 

Á Will actual outcomes be measured, and at what scale? 

 

Á Do benchmark and trend data exist against which to measure progress toward watershed goals? 

 

Examples of methods, tools and data helpful in meeting this criterion include, but are not limited to: 

 

Á Monitoring data and statistical assessment to quantify before/after implementation effects. 

 

Á Pollution reduction calculators to predict estimated reductions in nitrogen, phosphorus or sediment 

when certain practices are in place. 

 

Á Edge-of-field monitoring.  

 

Á Watershed and groundwater modeling to predict and compare the potential of different practices and 

practice systems to meet water quality goals. 

 

Á Empirical research on the water quality effectiveness of specific practices such as that presented in 

MDAôs AgBMP Handbook and MPCAôs Minnesota Stormwater Manual. 

 

Lag times between implementation and attributable water quality improvements, external drivers, the lack of 

watershed-scale numeric water quality goals and benchmark data in many watershed, and limitations inherent 

in tools such as pollution reduction calculators, pose key challenges to meeting this criterion.  

 

Criterion: Multiple Benefits 

 

Secondary water quality or other environmental benefits of the proposed activities. 

 

 

Á Consistent with M.S. 2013 114D.20, which suggests prioritizing projects with ña high potential for 

long-term water quality and related conservation benefits.ò 

 

 

An example includes, when selecting between two otherwise comparable practices or sites to address a primary 

water quality issue, the one that grants additional public benefits would hold priority. Some additional, 

secondary benefits include, but are not limited to, wildlife habitat restoration, pollinator friendly practices, 

flood reduction, water re-use, forest stewardship and soil health. Also worthy of note is that projects with 

additional secondary water quality or other environmental benefits may attract additional partners and funding 

sources. 

 

Criterion: Longevity 

 

Expected lifespan of the proposed activities with proper maintenance or, for annual management practices, 

assurance that practices will be maintained for a specified period of time. 
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Á Consistent with M.S. 2013 114D.20, which suggests prioritizing projects with ña high potential for 
long-term water quality an related conservation benefits.ò 

 

 

Á Indirectly addresses both cost-effectiveness and water quality outcomes, two of the factors the NPFP is 

required to take into account. 

 

 

Criterion: Capacity 

 

Readiness and ability of local water management authorities and partners to execute the proposed activities. 

 

 

Á Consistent with M.S. 2013, 114D.20 which states, ñwhere other public agencies and participating 

organizations and individuals, especially local, basin wide, watershed, or regional agencies or 

organizations, have demonstrated readiness.ò 

 

An important predictor of whether a project will meet proposed goals or objectives as projects often build on 

and benefit from the knowledge, skills and experience gained from previous efforts, including past 

partnerships. 

 

 

The NPFP is formulated for and has the potential to help more local governments vecome top performers to the 

degree that project development activities, described in the build local capacity key to implementation section, 

become a larger focus of clean water investments. State agencies may also develop a coordinated system for 

providing qualitative feedback to local governments about proposed activities that remain unselected as 

priorities for funding. 

 

Criterion: Leverage 

 

All non-Clean Water Fund dollars contributed for every dollar of Clean Water Fund money. Non-Clean Water 

Fund dollars include non-state dollars as well as state dollars from sources other than the Clean Water Fund. 

 

 

Á Non-state leverage is one of four factors the NPFP is  required to take into account. 

 

M.S. 2013 114D.20 calls for prioritizing projects that ñmost effectively leverage other sources of restoration 

funding including federal, state, local, and private sources.ò 

 

Leveraging other funding sources maximizes the amount of restoration and protection work that can be 

implemented thorough the Clean Water Fund. Historically, key forces of leverage have included: 

 

Á Federal Farm Bill conservation programs; 

 

Á Federal 319 program; 

 

Á State Sources, especially the Outdoor Heritage Fund, the Environmental and Natural Resources Trust 

Fund, and bonding bills; 

 

Á Local government sources; 
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Á Nonprofit organizations; 

 

Á Landowners, who pay part of the cost to implement and maintain practice as a condition of 

participating in cost-share programs. 

 

 

Criterion: Cost-Effectiveness 

 

Cost per unit of pollutant load reduced or prevented as compared against specific water quality goals ï Clean 

Water Fund cost and total project cost. 

 

Á Cost effectiveness is one of the four factors the NPFP is required to take into consideration. 

 

Cost-Effectiveness is a key factor in the high-level state priorities, previously described in this section. Two of 

these priorities focus on waters where water quality standards can be met or maintained with less effort as 

compared to other waters. 

 

Comparing the cost-effectiveness of various scenarios for meeting water quality standard by utilizing models 

and effectiveness monitoring is a useful approach to meeting this criterion. 

 

 

Criterion: Landowner Financial Need 

 

Increased financial assistance for low-income landowners. 

 

Á Landowner financial need is one of four factors the NPFP is required to take into account. 

 

This approach is designed to aid rather than hinder progress toward water quality goals. Landowners 

participating in the programs governed by the NPFP would have the opportunity to voluntarily apply for 

increased financial assistance on the basis of low income. Those who meet the designated low income threshold 

would quality for the increased financial assistance. 

 

The type and amount of increased financial assistance could vary by program. For instance, BWSRôs state cost-

share program payment rate is 75%; using the NPFP approach described above, BWSR would provide a higher 

rate, such as 90%, to landowners who apply and qualify for the higher rate.
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CHAPTER ONE: 

COUNTY PROFILE  &  
PRIORITY  CONCERNS ASSESSMENT 

 

 

 
Section One: County Profile 

 
Waseca County is located in the heart of the Southern Lakes Region of South-Central Minnesota, 

covering 415 square miles. Waseca County is known for its rich, black soil, producing record crops 

every year. Cultivated land is identified as making up approximately 85% of the land use (cover 

type) in Waseca County. Farming is anticipated to remain the Countyôs primary industry, although 

other major industries include manufacturing, printing, and tourism. 

 

        Table 1: Population Estimates
*
 

 

Year Population 

2010 19,136 

2015 19,279 

2020 19,255 

2025 19,085 

2030 18,775 

2035 18,352 

2040 17,846 

 
 

*  
As provided by the U.S. Census 

 

According to the 2014 United States Census Bureau, 19,025 people lived in and around the 

communities of Janesville, New Richland, Waldorf and Waseca, the County Seat (refer to Map 1 on 

the following page). This change represents a 0.6% decrease from the 2010 County population of  
 

 

 
 

Chapter One Containsé 

Chapter One provides a county profile and assessment of the Countyôs priority 

concerns, including the following sections: 

 

V County Profile 

V  Reducing Priority Pollutants Assessment 

V  Drainage and Wetlands Assessment 

V  Shorelands and Natural Corridors Assessment 

V  Public Education Assessment 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment  2  



4 Waseca County Water Plan Amendment  

19,136. These populations are slightly higher than the County population in 1990, which was seen 

at 18,079 people. In 1970, the county population was 16,702 people. Generally, from 1970 until 

most recent surveys, Waseca County has seen a gradual increase in population, decreasing only 

slightly in several years. Population projections describe a shift in population trends, leading to 

overall population decreases in Waseca County through the year of 2045. These projected trends 

are seen in Table 1 above. 

 

Groundwater Resources 
  

In Waseca County, groundwater exists in unconsolidated glacial deposits and in underlying 

bedrock aquifers. The bedrock aquifers present in Waseca County are some of the highest yielding 

in the country. Four bedrock aquifers exist in Waseca County, including the Cedar Valley- 

Maquoketa-Galena, the St. Peter-Prairie du Chien-Jordan, the Franconia-Ironton-Galesville, and the 

Mt. Simon-Hinckley aquifers. Confining layers of shale, dolomite, and siltstone separate these 

aquifers. 

In Waseca County, most farm and domestic wells draw water from glacial deposits and the 

uppermost bedrock aquifer that is locally available. 

 

Ground and surface water are connected through a process of recharge and discharge. Groundwater 

can discharge through lakes and rivers, and is evident by the flow even in periods of dry conditions. 

Recharge occurs when surface water or precipitation percolates through the soil into the aquifers. 

 

 

Surface Water Resources 
 

There are two major watersheds in Waseca County. About seventy-five percent of the 

County is located in the Le Sueur River Watershed. The remainder of the County is in 

the Cannon River Watershed (also shown on Map 1). The County has over 8,200 acres of surface 

water, making up about 3% of the total area. There are 24 lakes, the Le Sueur River (and its 

tributaries), 264 miles of drainage ditches, minor streams, and numerous wetlands. Thirty-two water 

basins, 31 watercourses, and 25 wetlands have protected status. The County also has eleven lakes 

with established ordinary high water marks (OHW) for regulatory purposes. 

 

 

Le Sueur River  

 

The Le Sueur River rises in Hartland Township in northwestern Freeborn County and flows initially 

northwardly, through the southwestern extremity of Steele County into Waseca County, then 

westwardly in a winding course into Blue Earth County. It flows into the Blue Earth River 

southwest of Mankato, approximately three miles (5 km) upstream of the Blue Earth's mouth at the 

Minnesota River. Its largest tributaries are the Cobb and Maple Rivers, which it collects from the 

south approximately six and eight miles (10 km/13 km) upstream of its mouth, respectively. A 

minor tributary of the Le Sueur River in Waseca and Steele Counties is known as the Little Le  

Sueur River. 

 

The Le Sueur River flows in most of its course on till  plains and on the plain of a former glacial 

lake, through deeply incised ravines in its lower course. Extensions of the Big Woods, a tract of  
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hardwoods that has since been largely converted to agricultural use, historically followed the river's 

riparian corridor southward. According to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, approximately 

84% of the larger watershed of the Blue Earth River is used for agricultural cultivation, primarily 

that of corn and soybeans. 

  

 



6 Waseca County Water Plan Amendment  

Section Two: 

Reducing Priority  Pollutants Assessment 
 

The Countyôs Water Plan Task Force identified addressing five major pollution sources or 

categories. These include feedlots, septic systems, erosion and runoff, stormwater management, 

and getting all of the Countyôs waters off the Minnesota Pollution Control Agencyôs 303d list of 

impaired waters (TMDLs). Each of these priority areas are described in detail. 

 
Total Maximum Daily Loads 

 

A TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and 

still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount to the pollutant's sources. When 

a water body cannot sustain a number of identified pollutants, it is placed on the Minnesota 

Pollution Control Agencies TMDL 303(d) List of Impaired Waters. Table 2, seen on the following 

page, lists the Impaired Waters found in Waseca County for based on the 2012 Impaired Waters 

List. A 2012 TMDL map of Waseca County waters can be found in Appendix B. 

 

For each impaired water identified, a ñTMDL Studyò is developed. The study determines the 

amounts of pollutants entering the water body and sets reductions for each source that will  result in 

meeting water quality standards. From the TMDL Study, an Implementation Plan is created to 

clean-up the impaired water. The MPCA has oversight in both TMDL study and implementation 

plan development. For more information regarding TMDLs, please contact the MPCA or visit the 

following website: 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/ 

 

Clear Lake 

 

Clear Lake covers 652 acres and has a maximum depth of 34 feet. The bottom consists of sand, 

gravel, and silt. There are two boat accesses located on the north and southeast shores. The Lake 

contains crappies, bluegills, bass, northerns, sunfish and walleyes. Clear Lake is located in the 

Cannon River Watershed. The lake first made the TMDL list in 2002 for both excess nutrients and 

elevated levels of mercury. The TMDL study for excess nutrients was originally scheduled to be 

completed in 2011, but was extended through 2015. Clear Lake was also included in the Statewide 

Mercury TMDL Pollutant Reduction Plan, adopted in 2007. 

 

 

Gaiter Lake Diversion Project (Clear Lake) 

 

The Gaiter Lake Diversion project, passed in August of 2009, was designed to reroute the storm 

water entering directly into Clear Lake located on the south shore of the water body at Memorial 

Park and divert on through the existing wetland systems located to the south and east of the park. 

This project was considered one of the best methods to enhance the water quality of Clear Lake. If  

the connection to the lake known as County Ditch 15-1 were to be abandoned, it was determined 

that the outlet from Gaiter Lake could be rerouted with little property acquisition. The proposed 

actions connected to this historic project were listed as follows: 

 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/tmdl/
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Table 2: 

MPCA 2012 TMDL  List  of Impaired 

Waters for  Waseca County, Minnesota 

 
 

Water Body Affected Use TMDL Study  Pollutant/Stressor 

Boot Creek Limited Resource 

Value Water 

2013 Completion Fecal Coliform 

Clear Lake Aquatic Consumption Approved 2007 Mercury 

Clear Lake Aquatic Recreation 2015 Completion Excess Nutrients 

Cobb River Aquatic Life 2013 Completion Fishes Bioassessments 

Cobb River Aquatic Life 2012 Completion Turbidity 

Crane Creek 

 

Aquatic Recreation Approved 2006 Fecal Coliform 

Iosco Creek Aquatic Life 2013 Completion Macroinvertebrate 

Bioassessments 

Iosco Creek Aquatic Life 2013 Completion Fishes Bioassessments 

Lake Elysian Aquatic Recreation 2014 Completion Excess Nutrients 

Le Sueur River Aquatic Life 2012 Completion Fishes Bioassessments 

Le Sueur River Aquatic Life 2013 Completion Turbidity 

Little Le Sueur River Aquatic Consumption 2025 Completion PCB in Fish Tissue 

Loon Lake 

 

Aquatic Consumption Approved 2008 Mercury 

Loon Lake Aquatic Recreation 2017 Completion Nutrient/Biological 

Indicators 

Reeds Lake 

 

Aquatic Consumption Approved 2008 Mercury 

Whitewater Creek Aquatic Recreation 2015 Completion Fecal Coliform 

Whitewater Creek Aquatic Life Approved 2014 Macroinvertebrate 

Bioassessments 
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1. Reroute the Gaiter Lake inlet to flow into the ditch leading around the Memorial Park 

softball fields to the wetland to the east. 
 

2. Plug the Gaiter Lake inlet to Clear Lake. 
 

3. Plug the Memorial Park outlet to the Clear Lake. 
 

4. Excavate an open ditch around the south side of Kiesler's Campground to connect the 

Memorial Park wetland to the wetland on the east side of Kiesler's Campground.  

This may also be done with a culvert if  the various property owners do not accept the 

open ditch alternative. 
 

5. Work with the DNR to utilize the Rearing Pond area as a finishing pond prior to 

outletting into Clear Lake through the existing Maplewood Inlet. 

 

 

The estimate of the cost associated with this project was originally $80,000. In 2009, the project 

estimate changed to $800,000, with the City responsible for $425,000 and the County responsible 

for $375,000. The City of Waseca was the lead agency and Waseca County was only responsible 

for funding a lesser portion of the project costs. While this project was passed, little took place 

involving the implementation of the proposed actions connected with the project. Because of this 

fact, the Gaiter Lake Diversion Project was never implemented. Instead, it was replaced by the 

Waseca Lakes Water Quality Project. This project was run by the City of Waseca in partnership 

with the Water Resources Center (WRC) at Minnesota State University, Mankato (MNSU). The 

mission of this project was to improve the health of Waseca area lakes through the implementation 

of management practices directed towards improving lake habitat and water quality, while 

incorporating research designed to foster and encourage student education and support from the 

community of Waseca.    

 

The MNSU and City of Waseca study was tailored to begin through the collection and assessment 

of current (2011) water quality and aquatic plant data by the WRC in coordination with the MPCA 

and DNR. These data would then be combined with the 2003 Bolton and Menk study from which 

the original Gaitor Lake Diversion Project was created. This initial assessment would create a 

baseline data model utilizing modeling programs including MINLEAP, FLUX, and BATHTUB, 

that would assist in the creation of a general lake management plan for Clear Lake and Loon Lake. 

This general lake management plan would outline the estimated reductions needed for Clear Lake 

to be removed from the impaired waters list. 

 

The WRC was also appointed the duty of completing two aquatic plant point-intercept surveys of 

Clear Lake during this time. With these plant point-intercept surveys, a comprehensive lake 

vegetation management plan with management recommendations and GIS maps illustrating areas 

of the greatest concern would be completed. 

 

This project would also involve studying the water quality of Loon Lake. Assessment was planned 

to begin by studying inflow/outflow patterns on the Lake, as the WRC staff were noted as being 

less familiar with this watershed. After this preliminary study, surficial water quality samples were  
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scheduled to be taken during the same sample period as the Clear Lake sampling. Finally, two 

aquatic plant point-intercept surveys would also be completed to aid in a Loon Lake 

comprehensive lake vegetation management plan. 

 

While the first year of this two-year project was focused on monitoring efforts, the final year 

would involve installation of multiple types of stormwater inlet protection devices within one of 

the major storm systems in the city of Waseca. These systems would function as sediment and 

nutrient filtration devices for waters before they entered storm system inlets. Monitoring was also 

scheduled to continue during this time. 

 

The final year of the project was to involve constructing two 1-acre experimental study areas with 

Loon Lake, and potentially Clear Lake, using heavy vinyl material in order to complete an 

intensive round of restoration practices. One 1-acre study area would involve restoration measures 

such as curly-leaf pondweed removal, bulrush restoration or working with community shores, 

while the second 1-acre study area would act as a control. Monitoring would involve collecting two  

 

 

water quality samples per month from inside the enclosures, as well as two samples from outside 

of the enclosures. Water quality parameters would involve total phosphorus, nitrates and nitrites, 

total suspended solids, and Chlorophyll-a. 

 

The Waseca Lakes Water Quality Project that replaced the Gaitor Lake Diversion Project was 

proposed to be completed in 2013. At this time, the WRC at MNSU was to report all of the 

collected data to the WLA. Currently, partners are still awaiting the final report for the Waseca 

Lakes Water Quality Project. 

 

Lake Elysian 

 

Lake Elysian covers 1,902 acres and has a maximum depth of 13 feet. The bottom consists of sand, 

gravel, and silt. There are two boat accesses located on the north and south shores. The lake 

contains crappies, bluegills, bass, buffalo fish, carp, bullheads, northerns, and walleyes. 

 

The Lake first made the TMDL list in 2008 for excess nutrients. The TMDL study for the excess 

nutrients was approved in 2010 and completed in 2014. Lake Elysian is located in the Le Sueur 

River Watershed. 

 

 

Loon Lake 

 

Loon Lake covers 122 acres and has a maximum depth of nine feet. The bottom consists of sand, 

gravel, and small boulders. The City of Waseca has two parks on the north and south shores that 

provide ample shore-fishing locations. Shoreline restoration projects in the parks have established 

diverse native plant communities and reduced goose usage of these parks. 

 

A fishery survey was conducted on Loon Lake in 2004 to assess the fish community and aquatic 

habitat. Small black bullhead around 5 inches long were by far the most abundant species in both  
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gill  net and trap net catches. Loon Lake was chemically reclaimed in the fall of 1996. No bullheads 

were caught between the years of 1998 through 2000. One black bullhead was captured in 2001, 

with increasing yet low catches in 2002 and 2003. In the 2004 survey, black bullhead numbers were 

seen to have increased to a high abundance. Low oxygen measurements resulted in winterkill in 

early 2000 and likely contributed to the increase in black bullhead abundance. High numbers of 14 

to 18 inch long northern pike were also abundant in both the gill  and trap nets. Northern pike fry 

were stocked in 2001 and appear to have had high survival, yet rather slow growth compared to 

other area lakes where the 2001 year class of northern pike were around 20 to 30 inches long by 

summer 2003 or 2004. Bluegill and black crappie were caught in moderate numbers. The bluegills 

were relatively large with most between 7.5 and 8 inches with the longest measured at 8.8 inches. 

 

An aeration system is operated in Loon Lake to maintain winter oxygen levels. No gasoline motors 

are allowed on Loon Lake, although non-motorized boats may be launched at the park on the south 

shore. 

 

The Lake first made the TMDL list in 2002 for high levels of mercury. As a result, some fish 

advisories are in place. The Lake was included in the Statewide Mercury TMDL Pollutant  

 

 

Reduction Plan, adopted by the MPCA in 2007. The Lake is located in the Cannon River 

Watershed. The Cannon River Watershed Partnership collected water samples of the lake as part of 

a Surface Water Assessment Grant from the MPCA. Based upon the data collected, it was 

projected that Loon Lake would be listed on the 2010 303d List of Impaired Waters for excess 

nutrients. This did take place, and Loon Lake was listed on the 2012 MPCA TMDL list for 

nutrient/biological indicators, with a projected TMDL completion date of 2017. 

 

 

Cobb River 

 

The Cobb River (also known as the Big Cobb River) and its tributary the Little Cobb River are 

small rivers in southern Minnesota in the United States. The Cobb River is a tributary of the Le 

Sueur River. Via the Le Sueur, Blue Earth and Minnesota Rivers, it is part of the watershed of 

the Mississippi River. 

 

The Cobb River flows from Freeborn Lake in northwestern Freeborn County and flows 

generally northwestwardly through northeastern Faribault, southwestern Waseca, and 

southwestern Blue Earth Counties. It flows into the Le Sueur River from the south, about 6 mi 

(10 km) south of Mankato. In Blue Earth County it collects the Little Cobb River, which rises in 

southwestern Waseca County and flows generally westward (located in the Le Sueur 

Watershed).  

 

The reach of the Little Cobb River located in Waseca County first made the TMDL list in 2004 

for its ñfish community rated poor.ò This reach of the Little Cobb River was also listed on the 

2012 MPCA TMDL Impaired Waters List for fishes bioassessments, turbidity and fecal 

coliform. The TMDL study for turbidity was completed in 2012, and the studies for fishes 

bioassessments and fecal coliform were completed in 2013 and 2014. 
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Crane Creek 

 

Crane Creek is located in the Lower Mississippi River Basin. In 2002, the creek was placed on 

the 303d list of impaired water for high levels of fecal coliform, from Watkins Lake to the 

Straight River in neighboring Steele County. A TMDL study began in 2004 and was approved 

in 2006 (referred to as the Lower Mississippi River Basin TMDL:  Regional Fecal Coliform). 

In February 2007, the corresponding Implementation Plan was approved by the MPCA. Crane 

Creek was  no longer listed on the 2012 TMDL Impaired Waters List. 

 

 

Waseca Countyôs Role in TMDLs 

 

Counties are increasingly playing a large role  

in TMDL study, development and  

implementation. Their role, however, greatly  

depends upon the size and scope of the  

TMDL study area. Appendix A contains a  

page from the Lower Mississippi River Basin  

TMDL:  Regional Fecal Coliform.  

Table 12 in the TMDL, and seen here,  

outlines the various roles played by local, state and federal agencies. The primary 

implementation categories identified for counties include feedlots, SSTS, stormwater, and 

shoreland management. The Goals, Objectives, and Implementation Steps outlined in Chapter 

Two of this Water Plan shows how Waseca County is committed to these areas, including have 

the Countyôs Water Plan Coordinator play an active role in MPCAôs TMDL activities. 

 

Feedlots 
 

Waseca County has 248 feedlots of over 50 animal units registered since April, 2015. The potential 

stress to water quality from the large produced volumes of manure is a primary water quality 

management priority. There are many related animal management issues in addition to the direct 

runoff of manure with its common pollutants (biochemical oxygen demand, ammonia, nutrients and 

fecal coliform bacteria). These include environmental concerns with nitrate and chloride pollution 

to ground waters (demonstrating the need for adequate nutrient management for farmers/agricultural 

producers) and emerging issues related to antibiotic resistant organisms spreading in the 

environment. 

 

 

MPCAôs Role in Feedlots 

 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency regulates the collection, transportation, storage, 

processing, and disposal of animal manure and other livestock byproducts. The Feedlot Program 

outlines rules and provides assistance to counties and the livestock industry. MPCA feedlot rules 

cover a broad range of livestock management procedures, including the design, location, 

construction, operation and management of feedlots and facilities that haul manure. 
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The MPCA focuses on two primary concern areas involving the interactions between about feedlots 

and protecting water quality. The first is to simply ensure that manure does not run into our lakes, 

streams, and waterways. The second is ensuring that nutrient-rich manure is applied properly to 

cropland at a rate, time, and method that prevents it from entering our water resources, including 

groundwater. 

 

Feedlots are placed into categories depending on the amount of animal units they house. 

Classifying a feedlot as either an Animal Feeding Operation or a Confined Animal Feeding 

Operation requires different regulatory processes. A general guideline to the differences between 

these two operations is provided below: 
 

 

 
 

 

For more information on the Stateôs Feedlot Program, contact the MPCA or visit the following 

website: 
 

www.pca.state.mn.us/hot/feedlots.html 
 

 

Waseca Countyôs Role in Feedlots 

 

Waseca County works with the MPCA through a cooperative agreement to implement the Stateôs 

feedlot program locally. As a result, it is the Countyôs responsibility to implement the Stateôs 

feedlot regulations, including the following categories: 

 

V Registration 

V Permitting 

V Inspections 

V  Education & Assistance 

V  Complaint Follow-up 

 

To administer the program, the County designates a County Feedlot Officer (CFO). They become  

 

 

 

AFO/CAFO Definition  

 

AFO/CAFO are terms used in the USA to designate and define an animal feeding operation 

(AFO) from a confined animal feeding operation (CAFO), the distinction being of 

considerable importance in terms of regulatory input by the federal Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) and State Departments of Ecology. The distinction and definition is 

complicated, but a CAFO is defined as a facility with more than 1000 animal units confined 

on a site for more than 45 days. Any sized AFO that discharges manure or wastewater into a 

natural or man-made ditch, stream or other waterway is defined as a CAFO. Animal 

equivalents for 1000 Animal Units are: beef - 1000 head; dairy - 700 head; swine - 2500 pigs 

weighing more than 55 lbs; poultry - 125,000 broilers or 82,000 laying hens or pullets. 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/hot/feedlots.html
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the initial contact for feedlot owners. CFOs receive annual training and have the opportunity to 

meet regularly with the other CFOs statewide. 

 

 

Septic Systems 
 

Subsurface Sewage Treatment Systems (SSTS) are commonly known as septic systems (previously 

referred to and ISTS for Individual Sewage Treatment Systems). They are used for the treatment 

and disposal of wastewater from individual homes, clusters of homes, isolated communities, 

industries, or institutional facilities. When properly functioning, SSTSs are an effective means of 

treating wastewater. However, if  improperly designed, installed, or maintained, SSTSs have the 

potential to adversely impact surface and groundwater resources. Human waste contains high  

 

concentrations of microorganisms and many chemicals including nitrogen, phosphorus, salts, and 

trace elements. These pollutants are a public health concern and can degrade the environment. 

 

 

Stateôs Role in SSTS 

 

The MPCA regulates septic systems statewide. Similar to feedlots, however, each county has the 

opportunity to enforce local regulations and designate a septic inspector. The goal of the MPCA 

SSTS program is to protect the public health and the environment by adequate treatment and 

dispersal of sewage from dwellings or other establishments not serviced by a publicly-owned 

treatment facility. 

 

The first State law addressing failing ISTSs, known as the ISTS Act, went into effect in 1994. This 

legislation has since been codified as Minn. Rule Chapter 7080. Chapter 7080 requires that all new  

construction and replacement of ISTSs meet minimum statewide standards. It also systematically 

addresses the adequacy of existing systems through upgrading of failing systems before 

construction of an additional bedroom. The following are the Stateôs objectives in regulating sewage 

systems through Chapter 7080. 

 

¶  Keep inadequately treated sewage away from human contact to prevent disease 

 

¶ Reduce levels of pathogenic bacteria and viruses discharged to the environment 

 

¶ Reasonably and cost-effectively prevent groundwater contamination 

 

¶ Develop clear direction for design, construction and maintenance of sewage treatment 

facilities 

 

¶ Strive for cost effective methods of sewage treatment to maintain or improve property 

values 

 

¶ Encourage personal responsibility for treating sewage 
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For more information on the Stateôs SSTS, contact the MPCA or visit the following website: 

 

www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/ists/index.html 

 

 

Waseca Countyôs Role in SSTS 

 

Under MN Statutes 115.55, which is cited below, counties are required to adopt an ISTS ordinance 

that complies with Chapter 7080. Counties are responsible for administering and enforcing their 

local ordinance. This includes assuring there is a permitting and inspection program. Local permits 

may be issued for new ISTS construction and replacement for systems with the capacity to treat up 

to 10,000 gallons per day. 

 

 

ñMN Statutes 155.55, Subd. 2. Local ordinances. (a) All  counties that did not 

adopt ordinances by May 7, 1994, or that do not have ordinances, must adopt 

ordinances that comply with individual sewage treatment system rules by January 1,  

1999, unless all towns and cities in the county have adopted such ordinances. 

County ordinances must apply to all areas of the county other than cities or towns 

that have adopted ordinances that comply with this section and are as strict as the 

applicable county ordinances. Any ordinance adopted by a local unit of government 

before May 7, 1994, to regulate individual sewage treatment systems must be in 

compliance with the individual sewage treatment system rules by January 1, 1998.ò 

 

The Waseca County SSTS ordinance is included in the County Unified Development Code, adopted 

pursuant to MN Statutes 115.55; 145A.01 through 145A.08; 375.51; or successor statutes, and MN 

Rules Chapters 7080, 7081, 7082; or successor rules. It is effective as of January 21
st
, 2010. It 

functions as an establishment of minimum requirements for the regulation of ISTS and MSTS in 

order to protect public health and safety, groundwater quality, and to prevent or eliminate the 

development of public nuisances. The Ordinance regulates the siting, design, installation, 

alterations, operation, maintenance, monitoring, and management of all SSTS within the County. 

This includes, but is not limited to individual SSTS and cluster or community SSTS, privy vaults, 

and other non-water carried SSTS. Sewage generated in unsewered area of the County shall be 

treated and dispersed by an approved SSTS that is sited, designed, installed, operated, and 

maintained in accordance with the Ordinance provisions or by a system permitted by the MPCA. 

The County Public Health Department is responsible for the administration of the SSTS program 

and all provisions of the Ordinance.  

 

 

Erosion &  Runoff 
 

Protection of agricultural soils from erosion helps to ensure the long-term productive capability of 

the soil resource base of the County. Prevention of soil loss due to erosion also reduces total 

suspended solids and sorbed nutrients, including nitrogen and phosphorus complexes, 

concentrations in receiving waters. This practice in turn enhances the water quality in the receiving 

water bodies. Erosion and sedimentation from runoff and stream banks are a major source of  

 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/ists/index.html
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pollutants to surface waters in Waseca County. Due to this nature, the Minnesota River Basin Plan 

and the Lower Minnesota River Dissolved Oxygen Plan have recommended increased adoption of 

soil erosion practices. 

 

 

Waseca Countyôs Soils 

 

Fieldwork for the Countyôs most recently updated Soil Survey (completed by the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service, NRCS) was completed in 2000. The final NRCS Soil Survey was published 

in 2004. The Survey was made to provide updated detailed information about the Countyôs soils on 

numerous characteristics. The previous Soil Survey for Waseca County was completed in 1961. 

 

Predominately, soils are in an orderly pattern that is related to the areaôs geology, landforms, relief, 

climate, and natural vegetation. Each kind of soil is associated with a particular kind of landscape. 

Waseca Countyôs soils are largely influenced by the merging of two major ecological communities 

in the County: the prairie grasslands and the hardwood forest. Generally, the grasslands dominated 

the southwestern and central parts of the County. The soils formed in glacial deposits, helping make 

Waseca Countyôs vast farmland. 

 

Topography, or relief, refers to the varied elevation of the landscape, ranging from flat to rolling 

hills. Differences in landscape topography effect soil formation by impacting the amount of rainfall 

that runs off or onto a particular site. This runoff is a primary concern for Waseca County, as it can 

harbor chemical pollutants, as well as concentrations of soils and attributed physical solids, 

measured as total suspended solids. In addition, the loss of prime farmland due to both wind and 

water erosion is another major concern. 

 

The Countyôs major partner in addressing erosion and runoff concerns is the Waseca County Soil 

and Water Conservation District (SWCD). In addition, the NRCS, a division of the U.S. Department 

of Agriculture (USDA), also plays a large role in soil conservation efforts.  

 

 

On June 11
th
, 2014, the Waseca County SWCD adopted the Comprehensive Local Water 

Management Plan as their new Long Range Plan. This took place through the passage of a 

resolution. With the acceptance of this resolution, the SWCD five year comprehensive plan 

became replaced by the County Water Plan. This document functions as the basis for specific 

action items that relate to the goals of the SWCD. In addition to these action items, the SWCD 

adopts additional actions in their annual Plan of Work documents. 

 

In order to have the Comprehensive Local Water Management Plan function as the SWCDôs 

Comprehensive Plan, the following items must be included: 

 

1. A County soil map including all types and classifications within the district, as well as a 

supplemental description of said soils 

2. A map and supplemental discussion identifying and prioritizing areas where erosion, 

sedimentation, and related water quality issues are most severe 

 

3. A discussion of the nature and extent of practices needed to address the aforementioned water 

quality issues 
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4. A budget forecast for the district spanning the same time period as the County Water Plan 

(2015-2018) 

 

All of these supporting documents can be found in Appendix B. 

 

Stormwater  Management 
 

Stormwater is the water that flows over the land after a rain event or snowmelt. It carries with it 

pollutants such as sediment, phosphorus, coliform bacteria, oils, toxins, and debris. The 

temperature of the water also increases with increased surficial interaction. When natural areas are 

developed, the amount of impervious land surface increases and in turn the volume and velocity of 

stormwater does as well. This polluted stormwater discharges into streams and lakes. It is 

important to minimize the amount, velocity, and temperature of this water before it reaches other 

surface water. 

 

Prior to development, stormwater represents a small component of the annual water budget. 

However, as development increases, natural surfaces are replaced with impervious surfaces 

including roads, driveways, parking lots, and rooftops, which reduces the overall infiltration rate. 

The impact of low urbanization on a typical annual water budget is shown in Figures 1a & 1b. 

Notice that runoff increases substantially from the natural (0.3%) to developed (30%) state. In 

addition, development results in a decrease in groundwater infiltration and an increase in 

evaporation-transpiration.  

 
Figure 1: 

The Effects of Development on the Annual Water Budget 

 

  
 

 

 

        

Source: University of Washington 

Stormwater Impacts 

 

According to the Center for Watershed Protection (www.cwp.org), when the level of impervious 

coverage in a watershed increases to between 10 and 30%, several stormwater-related impacts are  

realized. These consequences include changes to stream flow, changes to stream geomorphology,  

 

 

Figure 1a. Water flow characteristics pre-

development. 
Figure 1b. Water flow characteristics post 

development. 
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aquatic habitat impacts, and water quality impacts. The following provides a detailed description of 

each of these impacts, as derived from the 2005 Minnesota Stormwater Manual.  

 

Changes to Stream Flow: 

 

o Increased Runoff Volumes - Land surface changes can dramatically increase the total 

volume of runoff generated in a developed watershed through compaction of soils and 

introduction of impervious surfaces. 
 

o Increased Peak Runoff Discharges - Rainfall quickly runs off impervious surfaces instead 

of being released gradually as in more natural landscapes. Increased peak discharges for a 

developed watershed can be two to five times higher than those for an undisturbed 

watershed. Control programs that may address runoff rates do not fully address many of the 

problems associated with stormwater runoff. 
 

o Greater Runoff Velocities - Impervious surfaces and compacted soils, as well as 

additions to the drainage system such as storm drains, pipes, and ditches, increase the 

speed at which rainfall runs off land surfaces within a watershed. 
 

o Shorter Times of Concentration - As runoff velocities increase, it takes less time for water 

to run off the land and reach a stream or other waterbody. 
 

o Increased Frequency of Bank-full  and Near Bank-full  Events - Increased runoff volumes 

and peak flows increase the frequency and duration of smaller bank-full  and near bank-full   

events, which are the primary channel forming events. 
 

o Increased Flooding - Increased runoff volumes and peaks also increase the frequency, 

duration and severity of out-of-bank flooding. 

 

o Lower Dry Weather Flows (Baseflow) - Reduced infiltration of stormwater runoff could 

cause streams to have less baseflow through shallow ground water inflow during dry 

weather periods and reduces the amount of rainfall recharging ground water aquifers. 
 

 

Changes to Stream Geomorphology: 

 

o Stream Widening and Bank Erosion - Stream channels widen to accommodate and 

convey the increased runoff and higher stream flows from developed areas. More frequent 

small and moderate runoff events undercut and scour the lower parts of the streambank, 

causing the steeper banks to slump and collapse during larger storms. 
 

o Higher Flow Velocities - Increased streambank erosion rates can cause a stream to widen  

many times its original size due to post-development runoff. 
 

o Stream Downcutting - Another way that streams accommodate higher flows is by  

downcutting their streambed. This causes instability in the stream profile, or elevation along  
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a streamôs flow path, which increases velocity and triggers further channel erosion both 

upstream and downstream.  

 

o Loss of Riparian  Canopy - As streambanks are gradually undercut and slump into the 

channel, the vegetation (trees, shrubs, herbaceous plants) that had protected the banks are 

exposed at the roots. This leaves them more likely to be uprooted or eroded during major 

storms, further weakening bank structure. 
 

o Changes in the Channel Bed Due to Sedimentation - Due to channel erosion and other 

sources upstream, sediments are deposited in the stream as sandbars and other features, 

covering the channel bed, or substrate, with shifting deposits of mud, silt and sand. 
 

o Increase in the Floodplain Elevation - To accommodate the higher peak flow rate, a 

streamôs floodplain elevation typically increases following development in a watershed due 

to higher peak flows. This problem is compounded by building and filling  in floodplain 

areas, which cause flood heights to rise even further. Property and structures that had not 

previously been subject to flooding may now be at risk. 
 

 

Aquatic Habitat Impacts: 

 

o Degradation of Habitat  Structure - Higher and faster flows due to development can scour 

channels and wash away entire biological communities. Streambank erosion and the loss of 

riparian vegetation reduce habitat for many fish species and other aquatic life, while  

sediment deposits can smother bottom-dwelling organisms and aquatic habitat. 

 

o Loss of Pool-Riffle  Structure - Streams draining undeveloped watersheds often contain 
pools of deeper, more slowly flowing water that alternate with ñrifflesò or shoals of 
shallower, faster flowing water. These pools and riffles provide valuable habitat for fish and 
aquatic insects. As a result of the increased flows and sediment loads from urban 
watersheds, the pools and riffles disappear and are replaced with more uniform, and often 
shallower, streambeds that provide less varied aquatic habitat. 

 

o Reduced Baseflows - Reduced baseflows possibly due to increased impervious cover in a 

watershed and the loss of rainfall infiltration into the soil and water table adversely affect 

instream habitats, especially during periods of drought. 
 

o Increased Stream Temperature - Runoff from warm impervious areas (e.g. streets and 

parking lots), storage in impoundments, loss of riparian vegetation and shallow channels can 

all cause an increase in temperature in urban streams. Increased temperatures can reduce  

dissolved oxygen levels and disrupt the food chain. Certain aquatic species, such as trout, 

can only survive within a narrow temperature range. 
 

o Decline in Abundance and Biodiversity - When there is a reduction in various habitats and  

 habitat quality, both the number and the variety, or diversity, of organisms (e.g.. wetland  
 plants, fish, and macroinvertebrates) are also reduced. Sensitive species and other life forms  
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disappear and are replaced by those organisms that are better adapted to the poorer 

conditions. The diversity and composition of the benthic, or streambed, community have 

frequently been used to evaluate the quality of urban streams. Aquatic insects are a useful 

environmental indicator as they form the base of the stream food chain. Fish and other 

aquatic organisms are impacted not only by the habitat changes brought on by increased 

stormwater runoff quantity, but are often also adversely affected by water quality changes 

due to development and resultant land use activities in a watershed. 

 

 

Water Quality Impacts: 

 

o Increased Total Solids - Suspended solids include particles in water that cannot pass through 

a 2 micron filter (sediment, algae, plankton, fine organic debris, sewage).  Dissolved solids 

include particles that can pass through a 2 micron filter (carbonates, calcium, chlorides, nitrogen 

complexes, phosphorus complexes, iron, sulfur complexes). Among the problems that elevated 

concentrations of total solids cause in receiving waters are turbidity (cloudiness), increased 

water temperature, destruction of the aquatic habitat (burying, alteration of bottom 

material), transport of adsorbed contaminants, clogging of drainage systems, and direct 

impact on aquatic organisms (altered respiration, reduced light penetration). Sources of 

particulates include streambed and streambank erosion, runoff from construction sites, 

vegetative debris, and litter. 
 

o Increased Nitrogen and Phosphorus - High concentrations of these nutrients can result in 

algal blooms and excessive aquatic plant growth. Of the two, phosphorus is usually the 

limiting nutrient that controls the growth of algae in lakes. As phosphorus loading increases,  

the potential for algal blooms and accelerated lake eutrophication also increases. Sources of 

these nutrients include organic matter and fertilizers applied improperly or in excessive 

amounts. 

 

o Decreased Dissolved Oxygen - As aerobic microorganisms decompose organic matter, 
dissolved oxygen is consumed. Following a rainfall event, runoff can deposit large quantities 
of oxygen-demanding substances, including animal waste and street litter, in lakes               
or streams. A ñpulseò of high oxygen demand may then occur which depletes dissolved 

oxygen supplies, especially in shallow, slow-moving waters. Oxygen depletion is a common 
cause of fish kills. 

 

o Increased Chloride - In Minnesota, a tremendous amount of salt is used each year to melt 

ice from roads, parking lots, and sidewalks. Because it is extremely soluble, almost all salt 

applied ends up in surface or ground water (Pitt et al., 1994a). If  the concentration of  

chloride becomes too high, it can be toxic to many freshwater organisms. Normal 

application of de-icing salt to roads is unlikely to create toxic conditions. However, there 

have been many documented cases of surface and ground water contamination caused by 

runoff from inadequately protected stockpiles of salt and sand-salt mixtures. 
 

o Increased Pathogens - High levels of bacteria and viruses are commonly found in 

stormwater runoff. While not all of these pathogens pose a threat to human health, several  
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do, including E. coli and hepatitis A. Sources of pathogens include sanitary sewer leaks,  

animal waste, and discarded infected material.  

 

Minnesota Stormwater Program 

 

The Stormwater Program is a comprehensive program that is administered by the MPCA, with 

oversight from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The program is based upon the 

Federal Clean Water Act requirements for addressing polluted stormwater runoff. A 1987 

amendment to the Federal Clean Water Act required implementation of a two-phase 

comprehensive national program to address stormwater runoff. Since the early 1990s, Phase I 

regulated large construction sites, 10 categories of industrial facilities, and major metropolitan 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s), including the Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. 

 

On March 10, 2003 the program broadened to include smaller construction sites, municipally owned 

or operated industrial activity, and many more municipalities. Phase II  is designed to further reduce 

adverse impacts to water quality and puts controls on runoff that have the greatest likelihood of 

causing continued environmental degradation. 

 

Stormwater regulations are part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permit program. The EPA delegated permitting authority for Minnesotaôs NPDES program to the 

MPCA in 1974. The MPCA issues combined State Disposal System (SDS) and NPDES stormwater 

permits. There are three general permit types: construction, industrial, and municipal. An overview 

of the requirements of each permit type is provided below. 

 

 

Construction Permits 

 

Under Phase I, operators of large construction activity, resulting in the disturbance of 5 or more 

acres of land, were required to obtain general permit coverage. Some activities requiring a permit 

included clearing, grading, excavating, road building, construction of houses and office buildings, 

landfills, airports, feedlots, and industrial or commercial buildings. 

 

Phase II  was expanded to include small construction activity that results in the disturbance of equal 

to or greater than 1 acre and less than 5 acres. Like the Phase I program, owners and operators of 

small construction sites need to obtain permit coverage and implement practices to minimize 

pollutant runoff from construction sites. 

 

It was also listed that a NPDES/SDS permit is required for construction activity that poses a risk to 

water resources, as determined by the MPCA, and less than 1 acre of soil is disturbed. 

 

Due to the expiration of the 2008 CSW general construction permit on August 1, 2013, the MPCA 

Citizenôs Board approved the reissuance of the NPDES/SDS Construction Stormwater General 

Permit on June 25, 2013. All permits received before the official start date of the new 2013 CSW 

permit (August 1
st
) were covered by the 2008 CSW permit. Those permits received after this  

official authorization date are regulated by the NPDES/SDS Construction Stormwater General 

Permit.  
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Industrial Permits 

 

Under Phase I, Authorized Stormwater Discharges, facilities with Standard Industrial Classification 

codes in 10 categories were regulated. They were identified as either mandatory (issued a permit 

with no exceptions) or discretionary facilities (may or may not be issued a permit). Some 

discretionary facilities whose industrial materials or activities were not exposed to stormwater were 

not required to obtain permit coverage. 

 

Under Phase II, Authorized Non-Stormwater Discharges, the mandatory and discretionary 

classifications were deleted and facilities with no materials or activities exposed to stormwater 

were not required to obtain permit coverage. No new categories of industrial activity were added 

to the program. However, since March 10, 2003 many small municipalities (populations of less 

than 100,000) that had previously been exempted had to obtain permit coverage for their industrial 

activity.  

 

With the issuance of the most recent NPDES/SDS General Permit MNR050000 for Industrial 

Stormwater Multi-Sector in 2015 (expiring in 2020), 10 categories of non-stormwater discharges 

were authorized provided that appropriate BMPs take place to minimize erosion and the discharges 

of sediment, granted they were not already authorized on previous NPDES/SDS permits. 

 

 

Municipal Permits 
 

MS4s are conveyances or systems of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, 

catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, storm drains, etc.) that: 

 

¶ Are owned by a public entity which has jurisdiction over sewage disposal, industrial wastes, 

stormwater, or other wastes (includes special districts under State law including sewer 

districts, flood control districts or drainage districts, or similar entities, or an Indian tribe or 

an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency 

defined by section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States); 

¶ Are designed or used for the collection or conveyance of stormwater; 

¶ Are not a combined sewer; and 

¶ Are not part of a publicly owned treatment works. 

 

According to the MPCA, these systems are subject to stormwater regulation under the Clean Water  

Act due to the following criteria: 

 

1. A MS4 located in an urbanized area in whole or in part is determined by the latest Decennial 

Census as regulated in accordance with Code of Federal Regulations. 

2. The jurisdictional extent of an MS4 owner or operated by a city or township that is located in  

an urbanized area in whole or in part as determined by the latest Decennial Census, as 

regulated in accordance with Code of Federal Regulations. 

3. A MS4 owned or operated by any publicly owned entity located within an unurbanized area 

in whole or in part as determined by the latest Decennial Census, and which has a potential 

resident capacity or bed count occupancy of 1,000 or more. 
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4. A MS4 owned or operated by a municipality with a population of 10,000 or more. 

5. An MS4 owned or operated by a municipality with a population of at least 5,000 and 

discharges or has potential to discharge stormwater to a water identified as an outstanding 

resource value water as identified in Minn R. 7050.0180. subparts 3 and 6. 

6. A MS4 owned or operated by a municipality with a population of at least 5,000 and 

discharges or has potential to discharge stormwater to a water identified as a trout lake or 

trout stream as identified in Minn. R. 6264.0050, subparts 2 and 4. 

7. A MS4 owned or operated by a municipality with a population of at least 5,000 and 

discharges or has potential to discharge stormwater to a water listed as impaired under 

section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1313. 

 

The City of Waseca was triggered under the last set of criteria since it has a 2010 Census population 

of  9,410 and is located adjacent to Clear Lake, on the MPCAôs 303d List of Impaired Waters (for 

high levels of mercury and excess nutrients). As a result, the MPCA has issued the City a    

municipal stormwater permit. 

 

 

Common Compliance Problems 

 

The following provide a listing of compliance problems that are commonly found at small 

construction sites, as derived from the MPCA Stormwater Construction Inspection Guide: 

 

1. No Temporary or Permanent Cover. Continuous positive slopes with exposed soil and 

within 200 linear feet of a surface water must have temporary erosion protection or 

permanent cover year round. The timing of cover application depends on the steepness of 

the slope and when the slope was last worked. Ask the contractor when particular exposed 

slopes were last worked to help you determine if  there is compliance. 

 

2. No Sediment Controls On-site. The permit requires established sediment control practices 

(e.g., sediment traps/ basins, down-gradient silt fences or sediment barriers, check dams, 

etc.) on down-gradient perimeters before up-gradient land disturbing activities begin. 

 

3. No Sediment Control for Temporary Stock Piles. Temporary stockpiles must have silt 

fence or other effective sediment controls, and cannot be placed in surface waters (or curb 

and gutter systems). 

 

4. No Inlet Protection. All  storm drain inlets that receive a discharge from the construction 

site must be protected before construction begins, and must be maintained until the site is 

stabilized. 

 

5. No Best Management Practices to Minimize Vehicle Tracking on to the Road.  

Vehicle exits must use BMPs such as stone pads, concrete, or steel wash racks, or 

equivalent systems to prevent vehicle tracking of sediment. 

 

6. Sediment on the Road. If  BMPs are not adequately keeping sediment off the street, then 

the permit requires tracked sediment to be removed (e.g., street sweeping).  
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7. Improper Solid Waste or Hazardous Materials Management. Solid waste must be disposed 

of properly, and hazardous materials (including oil, gasoline, and paint) must be properly 

stored (which includes secondary containment). 

 

8. Dewatering at the Construction Site. Typically dewatering occurs where building footings 

are being constructed. Have measure been taken to ensure that the pumped discharge is not 

causing erosion? Is the discharge turbid and if  so is it treated before discharging from the 

site? Has ditching been used to dewater and if  so is that water resulting in the discharge of 

sediment and causing water quality impairments? 

 

For more information on stormwater management, please contact the MPCA or visit the following 

website: 

www.pca.state.mn.us/water/stormwater 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/water/stormwater
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Section Three: 

Drainage and Wetlands Assessment 
 

Drainage Management 
 

Agricultural drainage in Waseca County consists of a significant number of open ditches and tile 

drainage systems. According to the Minnesota State Universityôs Water Resources Centerôs Surface 

Water Hydrology Atlas for Waseca County, the County has 54 public ditches: 42 are County, 3 are 

Joint County, and  13 are Judicial. At the time of the creation of the 1997-2007 Waseca County 

Water plan, public ditches were said to extend for approximately 264 miles. Also at this time, there 

were 121 miles of open ditches and 143 miles of tile mains, or closed ditches. Ditch 

redeterminations throughout the county began in 2005 and are currently underway, which will 

result in an updated mileage count of these systems. Private systems are also common throughout 

the County. These systems are a major component of Waseca Countyôs water resources and as such 

should and do receive considerable attention by the county. Agricultural drainage systems in 

Waseca County date back to the early 1900ôs and are reaching the end of their functional life span. 

In many cases the systems are under designed and the cost to replace them is high. Thus, the 

agricultural drainage system deserves continued attention in this local water management plan 

update. A preliminary discussion has already been started regarding the possibility of conducting a 

thorough Drainage Management Plan to properly address the various issues. This study would also 

include the identification of potential wetland restorations to assist with water quality and flood 

control.  

 

ñThe Drainage Issueò 

 

In 1999, John Helland, a State Legislative Analyst, authored a legislative information brief titled ñThe 

Drainage Issueò for the Minnesota House of Representatives. The report outlined several issues and 

concerns that were identified at a BWSR-sponsored public drainage forum. The following contains key 

portions of the information brief. 

 

o There is a great need for more education on the drainage law, which is very process 

oriented, for all interested parties, but especially public officials who change and may be 

unfamiliar with the law. An information clearinghouse and specialized training program 

should be provided, and perhaps the University of Minnesota could construct a ñdrainage 

modelò for demonstration purposes. 
 

o The buffer strips required to be placed along new drainage systems to prevent erosion need 

to be maintained and inspected. Minnesota Statutes, section E, requires the planting of a 
16.5 foot wide permanent grass strip on each bank of a new or improved drainage ditch. 

However, the law doesnôt reach 90 percent of previously existing public drainage ditches or 

private systems. According to a 1990 study, enforcement of the permanent grass strip is non- 

existent for the most part. * See page 27 for a brief introduction to the newly passed buffer 

initiative.  

 
o The abandonment of a public drainage ditch is very hard to accomplish. The initiative must 

come from assessed landowners with a petition signed by at least 51 percent of the property 
owners assessed for the system. The petition must designate the drainage system proposed to  
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 be abandoned, and show that it is not of public benefit and utility. This has proved to be  
 difficult  because existing law is designed to increase drainage, not to reduce it. As a result, 
separate legislation often is introduced to abandon a particular system.  
 

o Repair of an existing drainage ditch sometimes is thought of as an improvement. Repairs are 

not intended to significantly increase the hydraulic efficiency or capacity of a ditch, or to 

extend and improve drainage benefits to the new land. If  a ditch is maintained on a regular 

basis, major repair should not be required. However, many ditches are not maintained 

regularly and repairs can cross the line and become an improvement. 
 

o Some drain tile systems are overwhelming the capacity of existing ditch systems to handle 

the water flow. Although some counties have conducted ditch inventories, there is a need for 

a statewide inventory and record keeping system. This would help public officials to have 

exact information on local drainage and to better enforce the law. 
 

o The viewersô report in a drainage proceeding may be the single most important document; it 

lists three viewersô facts and findings. Viewers gather information that is used by the county 

board or watershed district to decide if  a drainage project is feasible. It also identifies who 

will  pay for construction and maintenance of the drainage system. The original 

establishment of benefits on a new system will  affect all later repairs related to that system. 

Environmental criteria is required by Minnesota Statutes, section 103E.015, to be considered 

in a proposed drainage project. However, the law does not specify when it is to be done, so it 

often isnôt accomplished at the beginning of the project but during the hearing stage. This 

can make a project more troublesome and costly. 
 

Several ideas came from the drainage forum to improve the current situation, including: 

 

o There should be a cost/benefit analysis of drainage on a countywide basis, not project-by- 

project. 

 

o Best management practices on ditch systems, similar to those used on agricultural land, 

would improve overall water quality. 
 

o New technology in drain tile systems may also improve water quality and could be 

mandated. 
 

o Perhaps compensation or other incentives should be provided to landowners in order to more 

easily abandon ditch systems no longer providing a public benefit. 
 

o Engineers working on a proposed drainage system should review the required environmental 

criteria to assess the impacts immediately after the project is initiated by petition and before 

it gets to the hearing stage. 
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Drainage Work  Group 

 

In 2005, the Minnesota Legislature directed the BWSR to conduct an ñimplementation assessment 

of public drainage system buffers and their use, maintenance, and benefitsò. As part of this 

assessment, the BWSR convened a Work Group of stakeholders, which met several times over the 

two-year period, to develop recommendations on how to improve drainage management. The 

following are the consensus recommendations of the group: 

 

o Clarify point of beginning for measuring required ditch buffer strips and width of required 

buffer strips. 
 

o Enhance authority to establish and maintain buffers. 
 

o Enhance ditch buffer strip compliance and enforcement. 
 

o Enhance establishment of public drainage ditch buffers. 
 

o The BWSR should develop and disseminate guidelines for drainage records preservation and 

modernization. 

 
o The Drainage Work Group should continue to develop consensus recommendations to the 

Legislature, agencies, and other stakeholders for additional drainage issues and topics 
brought forward by its members. 

 

o The State should create and fund a drainage assistance team to work with drainage 

authorities and others to better enable multi-purpose projects involving drainage 

infrastructure in Minnesota. 
 

 

MN Public Drainage Manual 

 

In the 14-15 fiscal year biennium, a legislative appropriation was granted to BWSR in order to 

update the Minnesota Public Drainage Manual (MPDM) and the Understanding Minnesota Public 

Drainage Law document. The Minnesota Public Drainage Manual Update Project has involved 

adding three additional objectives to the original four that were in the manual. Those objectives 

included in the manual, as summarized on the BWSR drainage page, are: 

 

V Promote uniformity in the interpretation of Minnesota drainage law, without speculating as 

to what drainage law ought to say; 

V Inform about the interaction between drainage law and other laws, state and federal; 

V Suggest uniform procedures for implementing drainage law statewide; 

V Provide standardized forms for use in drainage proceedings; 

V Create a web-based, user-friendly and easily updated version; 

V Provide enhanced guidance related to multipurpose water management considerations and 

authorities in drainage law; 

V Provide guidance in a new chapter regarding implementation of BMPôs for drainage projects 
and systems. 
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The added objectives focus on updating the MPDM in order to reflect changes seen in drainage and 

related law since the document was first published in 1991. In order to begin the MPDM Update 

Project, BWSR contracted with Houston Engineering and Rinke Noonan Attorneys through a 

request for proposal process. In addition, a Project Advisory Committee with Subcommittees for 

Chapters 2, 3, 4 and the new Chapter 5 were established in order to provide broad stakeholder 

perspective throughout the update process. Stakeholders are encouraged to provide input through 

involvement in the Stakeholder Focus Groups and Project Advisory Committee and its associated 

subcommittees. More information can be found on stakeholder input opportunities at the BWSR 

Drainage website at the link seen below. 

 

http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/drainage/ 

 

 

 

New Buffer Initiative (2015) 

 
In June 2015, Governor Mark Dayton signed into law a new buffer initiative designating an 

estimated 110,000 acres of land for vegetated buffer strips across the state. This law, aimed at 

enhancing the protection of Minnesotaôs waters, will do so by preventing erosion and runoff 

pollution from entering waterways. The law requires new perennial vegetation buffers of up to 50 

feet along rivers, streams, and ditches, and provides flexibility and financial support for landowners 

to install and maintain them.  

 

Buffers of a 30 foot width minimum, 50 foot average, will be required to be installed on Public 

Waters by November 2017, where buffers of a 16.5 foot minimum will be required to be installed 

on Public Drainage Systems by November of 2018. A legislative summary table, prepared by the 

DNR, is seen on the following page. Implementation of these buffers is projected to result in 

significant water quality improvements across the state.  

 

The DNR will be producing buffer protection maps that will allow citizens and stakeholders an 

opportunity to view those public waters and Public Drainage System ditches that are subject to the 

statewide buffer requirement. These maps are required to be completed by October 2016 and will be 

publically accessible. 

 

Additional information on the 2015 Buffer Initiative can be found at the link below, which includes 

a list of commonly asked questions and subsequent answers. 

 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/buffers/index.html 

 

Wetlands 
 

The Wetland Conservation provision (Swampbuster) of the 1985 Natural Food Security Act and its 

subsequent amendment grants the NRCS the primary authority over wetlands related to agricultural 

lands. Swampbuster requires all agricultural producers to protect the wetlands on the farms they 

own or operate as a stipulation of eligibility for USDA farm program benefits. Producers are not 

eligible to receive these benefits if  they plant an agricultural commodity on a wetland that was  
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 June 2015 

 

 

 

Exemptions and 

no-new-

requirement 

areas/activities 

 

Á Roads, trails, buildings and structures 

Á Inundated crops, alfalfa seeding, enrolled in CRP 

Á Tile line installation and maintenance 

Á Areas covered by NPDES water quality permits 

Á ñNo-faultò clause to address acts of nature 

Á No permit/permission needed; SWCD Validation optional 

 

(Note: lawns, forests, hayed land and other areas with perennial vegetation meet the 

requirement.) 

 

Maps Á Buffer protection maps will be created by DNR for Public Waters and Public Drainage 

Systems subject to the required buffer 

 

 

Waters covered 

and buffer 

widths 

 

Á Public Waters ï 50 foot average buffer width with a 30 foot minimum width 

Á Public Ditches ï 16.5 foot minimum width 

¶ OR alternative practices (applies to both public waters and public ditches). 

Á Other waters determined by SWCDs and adopted into water management plans to 

accomplish targeted voluntary or local regulatory measures. 

 

 

 

Compliance 

 

Á County or watershed district provides correction letters when noncompliance identified 

Á Local/state $500 administrative penalty for public waters, ditches 

Á State program funds can be withheld for failure to implement 

 

Soil erosion Á Local/state enforcement with $500 administrative penalty order, without local 

ordinance, unless cost-share not available. 

 

 

Timeline 

 

Á Public ditch buffer requirements not dependent on redetermination trigger 

Á Buffers need to be installed on Public Waters by November 2017; on Public Drainage 

Systems by November 2018 

Á Landowners who have applied for conservation programs or initiated a ditch authority 

process can be granted a once-year extension 

 

Program 

funding: DNR 

mapping and 

BWSR/SWCD 

implementation 

 

Á Legacy billôs Clean Water Fund includes: 

¶ $5 million to BWSR for local government implementation 

¶ $650,000 to DNR for mapping 

 

 

Landowner 

financial 

assistance 

 

Á Drainage law more flexible to provide compentation for buffers 

Á RIM buffer easements ï Clean Water Fund and Outdoor Heritage Fund in Legacy Bill 

Á U.S.D.A. Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) ï federal funds available for contracts 

to riparian landowners 

Á RIM/CREP easements ï Clean Water Fund in Legacy bill; SWCDs are point of contact 

for requirements and technical assistance 

 

SWCD base 

funding 

Á $11 million annually in fiscal years 2016 and 2017 from Clean Water Fund in Legacy 

bill  
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converted by drainage, leveling, or any other means after December 23, 1985, or convert a wetland 

for the purpose of, or to make agricultural commodity production possible after November 28, 

1990. 

 

The NRCS categorizes wetlands according to Swampbuster applicability. There are four categories 

of wetlands subject to Swampbuster restrictions and three categories of wetlands with Swampbuster 

exemptions. Each wetland classification includes its own unique set of regulatory requirements. The 

following describes each of the NRCS wetland categories: 

 

Regulated Wetland Categories 

 

Wetlands (W) - Areas meeting wetland criteria under natural conditions that have typically not 

been manipulated by altering hydrology and/or removing woody vegetation. 

 

Farmed Wetlands (FW) - Wetlands that were drained, dredged, filled, leveled, or otherwise 

manipulated before December 23, 1985, for the purpose of making the production of an 

agricultural commodity possible, and continue to meet specific wetland criteria. Under this 

category drainage may be maintained but not improved. 

 

Farmed Wetland Pasture or Hayland (FWP) - Wetlands manipulated and used for pasture or 

hayland, including native pasture and hayland, prior to December 23, 1985 that still meet 

specific wetland hydrology criteria and are not abandoned; or were in agricultural use and met 

FWP criteria on December 23, 1985. 

 

Converted Wetland (CW) - Wetlands drained, dredged, filled, leveled, or otherwise 

manipulated for the purpose of, or to have the effect of, making possible the production of an 

agricultural commodity. These lands must have been W, FW, or FWP and not highly erodible 

prior to the conversion. They may have been converted by any activity, including the removal of 

woody vegetation, that impaired or reduced the flow, circulation, or reach of water; provided the 

conversion activity was such that agricultural production on the land would not have been 

possible without its application. 

 

Exempted Wetland Categories 

 

Prior  Converted Cropland (PC) - Converted wetlands where the conversion occurred prior to 

December 23, 1985; an agricultural commodity had been produced at least once before 

December 23, 1985; and as of December 23, 1985, the converted wetland met certain specific 

hydrologic criteria and did not support woody vegetation. 

 

 

 

Artificial  and Irrigation -Induced Wetland (AW) - Wetlands in an area that was formerly 

non-wetland, but now meets wetland criteria due to human activities. This definition includes 

wetlands created by an irrigation system on an area that was formerly non-wetland. 

 

Non-Wetland (NW) - Land that under natural conditions does not meet wetland criteria. This  
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definition includes wetlands which were converted to the extent that wetland criteria was not 

present prior to December 23, 1985, but were not cropped. 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Section 404 

 

The Wetland Conservation Act, the Public Waters Permit Program and the Federal Clean Water Act 

Section 404 Program regulate impacts to wetlands in Minnesota. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

(33 U.S.C. 1344) prohibits discharge of dredged or fill  material into waters of the United States 

without a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Waters of the United 

States include wetlands and tributaries adjacent to navigable waters and other waters where the 

degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce. The Clean Water 

Rule, which began in 2014, is currently under judicial review. This final rule revises the scope of 

the water protected under the Clean Water Act by redefining waters of the United States. The rule is 

to be adopted on August 28
th
, 2015. If  a project involves discharge of dredged or filled material, the 

Corps will  evaluate the proposed activity under the Section  404 guidelines prepared by the EPA. 

 

The USACE and the EPA define wetlands as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 

groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 

support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Activities in 

wetlands that normally require permits include, but are not limited to the list below: 

 

¶ Placement of fill  material 

 

¶ Ditching activities when excavated materials is side cast 

 

¶ Levee and dike construction 

 

¶ Land clearing involving relocation of soil material 

 

¶ Land leveling 

 

¶ Most road construction 

 

¶ Dam construction 

 

The Corp of Engineers must consider the following Federal laws during permit review: 

 

¶ National Environmental Policy Act 

 

 

¶ Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

 

¶ Endangered Species Act 

 

¶ National Historic Preservation Act 

 

¶ Federal Power Act 
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¶ Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

 

¶ National Fishing Enhancement Act of 1984 

 

The Corps of Engineers uses four different types of review processes depending upon the nature of the 

work proposed: 

 

Letter of Permission - This is used for minor non-controversial projects in navigable waters of the 

United States, and concerns docks and small dredging projects. 

 

Nation Wide General Permit - This permit is a blanket authorization for activities that will  have 

minimal environmental effects such as navigational aids, fill  for minor road crossings, certain 

outfall structures, discharges into certain waters, bank stabilization, and fill  for utility lines. 

 

Regional General Permit - This permit authorizes certain projects in Minnesota where a DNR 

permit is usually required, and includes projects including larger bank stabilization projects, 

bridge and culvert replacements, sand blankets, dredging and rough fish barriers. 

 

Full  Public Interest Review - This is required for large projects such as new marinas or harbors in 

navigable waterways, large dredging projects, highway projects through wetlands or waters, fill  

in wetlands to convert them to upland, and large drainage projects. 

 

 
 

Wetland Restoration/Protection Programs 

 

Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) 

 

The Wetland Conservation Act (1992) requires persons proposing to impact a wetland by draining, 

excavating, or filling  to first, attempt to avoid the impact; second, attempt to minimize the impact; 

and finally, replace any impacted area with another wetland of at least equal function and value. 

The Wetland Conservation Act is administered by local government units with oversight provided 

by the Board of Water and Soil Resources. Enforcement of the act involving public waters is 

provided by Department of Natural Resources (DNR) conservation officers and other peace 

officers. All other WCA enforcement within County limits is provided by the County Water 

Resource Specialist, designated as the official Local Government Unit. The public is encouraged 

to contact the Water Resource Specialist at the Waseca County Planning and Zoning Office or the 

Soil and Water Conservation District for general information on wetlands and the interpretation of 

this chapter. 

 

The primary objectives of the Wetland Conservation Act are as follows: 

 

1. To achieve a no net loss in the quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota's 

existing wetlands; 

 

2. To increase the quantity, quality, and biological diversity of Minnesota's wetlands by 

restoring or enhancing diminished or drained wetlands; 
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3. To avoid direct or indirect impacts from activities that destroy or diminish the quantity, 

quality, and biological diversity of wetlands; and 

 

4. To replace wetland values where avoidance of activity is not feasible and prudent. 

  

Significant WCA statute changes have taken place during the years of 2011, 2012, and 2015. These 

changes were summarized by the BWSR and can be found in Appendix E. 

 

Wetland Reserve Program (Perpetual/ Limited) 

 

The Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) was a voluntary program through the USDA to restore 

and protect wetlands on private property. It provided an opportunity for landowners to receive 

financial incentives to restore or enhance wetlands on their property. Landowners could enroll in 

the WRP by one of the following three means: 

 

¶ Permanent Easement. USDA will  pay the lowest of the following three amounts: (1) the 

agricultural value of the land, (2) an established payment cap, or (3) an amount offered by 

the landowner. In addition, the USDA pays 100 percent of the cost of restoring wetlands and 

seeding of upland areas into native grasses and forbs. 

 

¶ 30-Year Easement. USDA will  pay 75 percent of the appraised market value for the land 

and 75 percent of the cost associated with wetland restorations and upland native grass 

seeding. 

 

¶ Restoration Cost-Share Agreement. USDA will  pay 75 percent of the cost of restoring a 

wetland in exchange for a minimum ten-year agreement to maintain the restoration. No land 

use payment is provided. 

 

Any type of land that could be restored to a wetland at a reasonable cost was eligible for WRP, 

except for wetlands drained in violation of Swampbuster or land established to trees under the 

Conservation Reserve Program. Cost-share was available to restore: 

 

¶ Wetlands cleared and/or drained for farming, pasture, or timber production; 

 

¶ Upland areas around a restored wetland and; 

 

¶ Drained wooded wetlands where hydrology will  be restored. 
 

 

The WRP program was administered by the NRCS, with assistance from local soil and water 

conservation districts. The Agricultural Act of 2014 established the Agricultural Conservation 

Easement Program (ACEP). This program repealed the Wetlands Reserve Program, but did not 

affect the validity or terms of any WRP contract that was entered into prior to the date of 

enactment on February 7, 2014. It also did not affect any associated payments required to be made 

in connection with an existing WRP contract. 
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Agricultural Conservation Easement Program 

 

The ACEP provides financial and technical assistance for conservation practices on agricultural 

lands and wetlands. The reason for the program is to ensure the continuation of the benefits 

associated with these lands. Under the ACEP is the Wetlands Reserve Easements program. This 

program is administered by the NRCS, which helps to restore, protect and enhance wetlands. 

 

The Wetland Reserve Easement (WRE) program also functions through the NRCS. Financial and 

technical assistance is provided by the NRCS directly to private landowners and Native American 

tribes to restore, protect and enhance wetlands through the purchase of a wetland reserve easement. 

Through this program, eligible land may be enrolled by the NRCS into four different types of 

easements. These include: 

 

V Permanent Easements ï Permanent easement are conservation easements that exist 

indefinitely. NRCS funds 100% of the easement value for the purchase of the easement. In 

addition, the NRCS also pays between 75 to 100% of the restoration costs. 

 

V 30-year Easements ï 30-year easements expire after 30 years. For this style of easement 

program, the NRCS pays between 50 to 75% of the easement value for the purchase of the 

easement. In addition, the NRCS, pays between 50 to 75% of the restoration costs.  
 

V Term Easements ï Term easements exist for the maximum duration allowed under 

applicable State laws. The NRCS pays between 50 to 75% of the easement value for the 

purchase of the term easement. In addition, the NRCS pays between 50 to 75% of the 

restoration costs. 
 

V 30-year Contracts ï 30-year contracts are available to native american tribes to enroll 

acreage under the tribal ownership, with program payment rates that match with 30-year 

easements. 
 

For wetland reserve easements, the NRCS funds all costs associated with recording the easement in 

the local land records office. This includes recording fees, charges for abstracts, survey and 

appraisal feeds, and title insurance. 

 

 

Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve Program (Perpetual) 

 

The Reinvest in Minnesota Reserve Program, administered by local SWCDs and the BWSR, was 

one of the first State programs of its kind in the nation. RIM allows landowners to sell 

perpetual easements for riparian lands, sensitive  groundwater  areas,  wetland restoration  areas  

(drained wetlands), marginal cropland, and land for living snow fences. The payment rate for the 

program is based on 90 percent of the average market value of tillable land in the township. In 

addition, RIM Reserve provides cost share funds, often 100 percent, for the establishment of 

appropriate conservation and wildlife  habitat practices on easement lands. 

 

Since its beginning in 1986, funding for the program has been erratic, ranging from a high of  
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$51 million, to a low of $3 million. During its lifetime, RIM Reserve has enrolled 

approximately 6,000 easements, covering over 250,000 acres. The program has historically 

fostered partnerships with private organizations, including Pheasants Forever, Ducks Unlimited, 

and the Minnesota Waterfowl Association, as well as other government agencies, including the 

USFWS and the Minnesota DNR. 

 
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Easements (Perpetual) 

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) manages land enrolled in two types of conservation 

easement programs in the County: the Farmerôs Home Administration (FmHA) Program and 

Wetland Easement Program. Under the first program, when a landowner defaults on an FmHA 

loan, and that property contains wetlands, those wetlands receive protection. Protection may 

come in the form of a perpetual conservation easement or fee title transfer to a Federal or State 

fish and wildlife agency for management. 

 

The Wetland Easement Program provides landowners an opportunity to permanently protect 

existing wetlands through a perpetual easement. Wetlands that are enrolled in this program cannot 

be drained, filled, leveled, or burned. Landowners retain both hunting and mineral rights and can 

graze or hay wetland when they naturally dry up. 

 

 

Restorable Wetlands Inventory 

 

In October 2000, a Restorable Wetlands Working Group was formed to create a Restorable Wetland 

Inventory (RWI) for the glaciated tallgrass Prairie Pothole Region of Minnesota and Iowa. This 

group represents a unique partnership between several governmental agencies and private 

conservation groups including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife  Service, the Natural Resource Conservation 

Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Board of Water and Soil Resources, the Department 

of Natural Resources, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, the Minnesota Department of 

Transportation, Ducks Unlimited, Red River Basin Institute, Pheasants Forever, and the Nature 

Conservancy. The collective goal of this group is to develop inventories that can be used to 

prioritize areas for wetland restoration. 

 

Several data sources were used in the wetland delineation process including National Aerial 

Photography Program (1:40,000 scale) color infrared photographs acquired in 1991 and 1992, 

USGS 7.5 min topographic quadrangle maps, National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, county 

soil survey maps, and USDA Farm Service Agency compliance slides acquired in 1993 

(immediately after a period of intense precipitation). Specific photointerpretation protocols 

included: 

 

1. All  drained depressional wetlands, regardless of size, were delineated. 

 

2. NWI wetlands were delineated if  the original delineation did not include the entire historic 

wetland area.  

3. Wetlands identified on NWI maps which did not exhibit wetland characteristics (i.e. 

hydrology, hydrophytes, etc) on new (1992) CIR photography were delineated even if  no  
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evidence of drainage was apparent. 

 

4. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in cropland, were delineated. 

 

5. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in grassland, were not delineated, unless 

evidence of drainage was observed on the aerial photo. 
 

6. Wetlands not delineated on NWI maps, and in trees, were not delineated. 

 

Waseca Countyôs Restorable Wetlands Inventory has been completed and is shown on a map found 

in Appendix D. For more information, contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife  service or visit the 

following website: 

 
www.fws.gov/midwest/HAPET/RestorableWetlands.htm 

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/HAPET/RestorableWetlands.htm
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Section Four:  

Shorelands and Natural  Corridors  Assessment 
 

Natural corridors and shoreland management go hand-in-hand with protecting water resources for a 

variety of reasons. Natural corridors (sometimes referred to as open space) also help to maintain 

biological diversity and provide connectivity between the communityôs most valuable resources. 

As shorelands continue to be developed, valuable natural assets are slowly being lost. Over the past 

decade, the importance of protecting shallow lakes (or wetlands) for water-quality purposes has 

received an increasing amount of public scrutiny. 

 

 

Shoreland Management Act 
 

The Minnesota Shoreland Management Act of 1969 was enacted to reduce the effect of   

uncontrolled and unplanned development on public waters, to maintain the economic value of 

shoreland property, and to preserve the intrinsic qualities of natural shoreland and waters. As a result 

of this legislation, Minnesota counties and specified cities are required to regulate land use            

and compatible development on public water shoreland through the adoption of a shoreland zoning 

ordinance, which contains State approved shoreland standards. In 1989, the DNR adopted its current 

statewide minimum shoreland standards, which apply to all lakes greater than 25 acres (10          

acres in cities) and rivers with a drainage area two square miles or greater. These standards apply to 

the use and development of shoreland property including: sewage treatment, minimum lot size and 

water frontage, building setbacks and heights, land use, BMPs, and shoreland alterations. Specific 

standards vary by shoreland class. A description of each of the DNR lake and river shoreland 

classes is provided below. 

 

Lake Classes 

 

¶ Natural Environment Lakes usually have less than 150 total acres, less than 60 acres per 

mile of shoreline, and less than three dwellings per mile of shoreline. 

 

¶ Recreational Development Lakes usually have between 60 and 225 acres of water per mile 

of shoreline, between 3 and 25 dwellings per mile of shoreline, and are more than 15 feet 

deep. 

 

¶ General Development Lakes usually have more than 225 acres of water per mile of 

shoreline and 25 dwellings per mile of shoreline, and are more than 15 feet deep. 

 

River Classes 

 

¶ Remote Rivers are primarily in roadless, forested, sparsely populated areas in northeast 

Minnesota. 

 

¶ Forested Rivers are in forested, sparsely to moderately populated areas with some roads in 

northeast, southwest, and north-central Minnesota. 
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¶ Transition Rivers are in a mixture of cultivated, pasture, and forested lands. 

 

¶ Agriculture Rivers are in intensively cultivated areas, mainly southern and western areas of 

the state. 

 

¶ Urban Rivers are in high-density residential, commercial, and industrial development areas. 

 

¶ Tributary Rivers are all other rivers in the PWI not classified above. 

 

 
Alternative Shoreland Management Standards 

 

The effort to develop Alternative Shoreland Management Standards began as part of Governor Tim 

Pawlentyôs Clean Water Initiative pilot project in the north-central lakes area (Aitkin, Cass, Crow 

Wing, Hubbard, and Itasca counties). The first phase in 2004 identified key issues through 12 

public input meetings. Phase 2 in 2005 was devoted to developing an alternative set of shoreland 

management standards through the work of the 34-member Shoreland Advisory Committee. This 

phase was completed on December 12, 2005. The advisory committee reached general agreement 

on the issues originally identified and developed a set of alternative standards that address them. 

Phase 3 is devoted to providing information and assistance to interested local governments on the 

alternative shoreland standards. 

 

The shoreland standards developed by the Shoreland Advisory Committee are not new shoreland 

rules; they are alternative standards, which local governments may consider including in their 

existing shoreland ordinances.  For example, if  a county chooses to adopt all or parts of these 

alternative standards, it is still required to conduct a public review and comment period for any 

proposed ordinance changes. These standards focus on new development and construction along 

lakefront property. 

 

The alternative standards provide additional tools for local governments to address increasing 

growth and development that can negatively affect water quality and habitat. The Shoreland 

Advisory Committee believes development is possible without jeopardizing natural resources, 

including lakes. 

 

The alternative standards include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 
× Advanced subdivision controls, including promotion of conservation subdivisions 

over conventional (lot and block) subdivisions. 

 
× Multiple shoreland lake classifications on a single lake; for example, a natural environment 

bay of a general development lake. 

 
× Sensitive area districts for lakeshore segments where development standards follow natural 

environment lake class standards.
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× New special protection lake classification for lakes where there is considerable 

wetland fringe, shallow depth, and/or unique fish and wildlife  habitat or 

endangered species. 

 
× Improved planned unit development (PUD) standards, including residential densities for 

all PUDs, increased setbacks, clustered or grouped docking, and no density bonuses. 
 

× Special resort standards that allow for expansion and improvements while addressing water 
quality concerns with provisions for shoreland revegetation and compliance with 

stormwater and wastewater treatment standards. (If  converted to a residential 
development, the resort must then meet residential standards.) 

 
× Better water quality standards achieved by improved management of stormwater 

runoff, increased drainfield setbacks, and higher shoreline vegetation standards. 

 
× Larger lot sizes for new lots on general development lakes, and no lot size bonuses 

for sewered areas in any classification. 

 

× Back lot access to water for nonriparian lots not allowed. 

 

Laws of Minnesota 2007, Chapter 57, Article 1, Section 4, Subdivision 3 requires that "By January 

15, 2008, the [DNR] Commissioner shall commence rulemaking under Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 

14, to update the minimum shoreland standards in Minnesota Rules, Chapter 6120." 

After the passage of this law, the 2008-2010 Shoreland Rules Update Project Commenced. This 

project was an official effort to update Minnesotaôs Shoreland Management rules, with a primary 

focus on public involvement. During the time of this project, the DNR held many informative 

public and advisory group meetings for rule development guidance. A draft of new shoreland rules 

was presented to Governor Pawlenty in July, 2010. However, the Governor did not approve the 

rules, returning them to the DNR. At this time, the DNRôs authority to complete the rulemaking 

had expired.  

Due to the expiration of the DNRôs authority in rulemaking, it is now local governmentôs 

responsibility to update shoreland ordinances. The DNR has suggested utilizing the draft rules 

when updating their shoreland ordinances. These rules can be found at: 

 

http://fi les.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/shoreland/rd3879draft20100706.pdf 

 

 

For more information on shoreland management, visit the following website: 

 

www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/shoreland/index.html 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/waters/watermgmt_section/shoreland/index.html
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Section Five: 

Public Education Assessment 
 

Water plans have traditionally focused on providing education on a number of key water-related 

issues. Waseca County is committed to continuing this tradition, by focusing their educational 

efforts on the Countyôs priority water-planning issues. In addition, a number of the miscellaneous 

issues, such as the importance of protecting groundwater, will  be considered in the Countyôs 

educational efforts. This priority issue will  also be a way for the County to cooperate with a number 

of the key water-planning stakeholders. 

 

There are numerous entities involved in providing public education on the Stateôs vast water 

resources and how best to protect them. The following include a summary: 

 

 

Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
 

Waseca County has a SWCD, established under M.S. Chapter 103C. The purpose of an SWCD is to 

promote programs and policies that conserve the soil and water resources within its boundary. They 

generally work in conjunction with the NRCS. Priority concerns for the District include water and 

wind erosion. As a result, they are frequently involved with the implementation of practices that 

reduce or prevent erosion, sedimentation, siltation, and agricultural-related pollution. Districts 

frequently act as local sponsors for many types of water management projects, including grassed 

waterways, drainage ditches, flood retarding dams, on-farm terracing, erosion control structures, and 

other water-related projects. They also are actively involved in the administration of the WCA and 

various educational programs that promote soil and water conservation. 

 

State Agencies 
 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resource 
 

In 1986, the Minnesota State Legislature established the Minnesota BWSR, thus consolidating the 

functions of the Minnesota SWCD, Minnesota Water Resources Board (WRB), and Southern 

Minnesota River Basin Council (RBC). BWSRôs duties include oversight of programs and funding of 

the Stateôs SWCDs, formation and guidance of watershed districts, directing and assisting counties 

in developing their Local Water Management Plans, and implementation of the Minnesota WCA. 

BWSR is the State agency that is responsible for reviewing and approving water management plans. 

 

 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture  (MDA)  
 

The MDA is responsible for ensuring the safety of agricultural related products in the State. The 

agency is involved in several water resource management activities and programs. The Agricultural 

BMP Loan Program provides low interest financing to farmers, agriculture supply businesses, and 

rural landowners to encourage agriculture BMPs that prevent or mitigate nonpoint source pollution. 

The MDA also offers a program to homeowners to monitor nitrates in their drinking water, as well 

as assists in a program to collect and dispose of agricultural pesticide containers. 
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The MDA is statutorily responsible for the management of pesticides and fertilizer other than 

manure to protect water resources. The MDA implements a wide range of protection and regulatory 

activities to ensure that pesticides and fertilizer are stored, handled, applied and disposed of in a 

manner that will protect human health, water resources and the environment. The MDA works with 

the University of Minnesota to develop pesticide and fertilizer BMPs to protect water resources, 

and with farmers, crop advisors, farm organizations, other agencies and many other groups to 

educate, promote, demonstrate and evaluate BMPs, to test and license applicators, and to enforce 

rules and statutes. The MDA has broad regulatory authority for pesticides and has authority to 

regulate the use of fertilizer to protect groundwater. 
 

 

Minnesota Department  of Health 
 

The MDH is the Stateôs lead public health agency and works with governmental and other 

organizations to protect the health of communities. The MDH has permit and regulatory authority 

for the construction of wells and for monitoring public water supply facilities, as required by the 

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). These facilities include water wells, surface water intakes, water 

treatment and water distribution for public use. Currently, through source water protection 

requirements of the SDWA, the MDH is assisting public water suppliers in developing Wellhead 

Protection Plans. In addition, the MDH is also involved in the Upper Mississippi River Source 

Water Protection Project; the cities of St. Cloud, St. Paul, and Minneapolis draw their drinking water 

from the Mississippi River. 

 

 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
 

The DNR has both regulatory and enforcement authority over natural resource programs of the 

State. The principal divisions of the DNR include Ecological Services, Enforcement, Fisheries, 

Forestry, Lands and Minerals, Parks and Recreation, Trails and Waterways, Waters and Wildlife. 

The DNR has permit authority over watershed district projects that impact Protected Waters of the 

State. The DNR is also actively involved in helping local units of government administer floodplain 

management ordinances and standards. 

 

 

Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDoT)  
 

The MnDOT is responsible for the administration of Federal and State highway systems. Since 

many highway systems cross natural and artificial waterways, there is frequent interaction between 

the County and MnDOT. County projects that intersect regulated highways require approval by 

MnDOT. Conversely, MnDOT activities that have the potential to impact waters often require a 

County permit. 

 

 

Minnesota Environmental Quality  Board (EQB) 
 

The EQB has final authority on permits involving a wide range of construction activity throughout 

the State. The EQB is comprised of the commissioners of State agencies, the chairmen of State  
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boards, and five citizens members. The EQB is responsible for the oversight of Environmental 

Assessments Worksheets and Environmental Impact Statements that are written for specific project 

proposals. 

 

Minnesota Geological Survey (MNGS) 
 

The MNGS is a unit of the Newton Horace Winchell School of Earth Sciences in the University of  

 

Minnesota. The MNGS is the University outreach center for the science and technology of earth 

resources in Minnesota. The MNGS conducts basic and applied earth science research, conveys that 

information to the public through publications and service activities, and promotes earth science  

education. 

 

 

Minnesota Pollution Control  Agency 
 

The MPCA has both the regulatory and enforcement authority to protect the surface and ground 

waters of the State from pollution. Because many projects involve water quality considerations, the 

MPCA becomes an active participant in the watershed management activities. In March of 2003, 

the MPCA began implementation of the new Stormwater Phase II  regulations. In addition, MPCA 

is also involved with other local governmental units, such as municipalities, in the construction and 

operation of wastewater treatment plants and the control of nonpoint source pollution. As 

previously discussed, the MPCA also takes the lead on listing 303 (d) impaired waters and oversees 

the corresponding TMDL study and implementation plan development. 

 

 

Federal Agencies 
 

U.S. Army  Corps of Engineers 
 

The USACE can potentially have permit and regulatory authority over projects in the County. 

Generally, areas of permit jurisdiction include the placement of fill  or dredged material in wetlands 

and alterations or impacts to navigable waters. In addition, the USACE has been actively involved 

in project planning and construction. 

 

 

U.S. Department of Agriculture  
 

There are two agencies USDA that the County commonly interacts with: the NRCS and the Farm 

Service Agency (FSA). The NRCS provides technical advice and engineering design services to the 

local SWCDs. The NRCSôs involvement in USDA program participation significantly benefits the  

Countyôs water resources. The FSA participates in sponsoring and funding projects related to water 

and soil conservation. In this respect, the NRCS serves as the technical and design function, while 

the FSA provides the funding for projects. 
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U.S. Geological Survey 
 

The USGS is principally a data-gathering agency. Of particular interest to the County is the data 

collected by the agency related to water resources. Data collected by the USGS includes stream flow 

discharge, ground water levels, and water quality. 

 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 

The U.S. EPA is involved in the protection of the nationôs air, soil, and water resources. Of 

particular interest, the EPA has had an expanding role in construction project activities of the  

Middle Fork Crow River Watershed District. The agency has overview authority of the Stormwater 

Phase II  regulations, as well as Section 404 permits issued by the USACE. EPA also has the right 

to review the USACE permit decisions. 

 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife  Service 
 

The USFWS is a key player in wildlife  and wetland management in the nation. Among its many 

functions, the USFWS enforces Federal wildlife  laws, protects endangered species, manages 

migratory birds, restores nationally significant fisheries, and conserves and restores wildlife  

habitat, especially wetlands. The USFWS has been involved in several wetland restoration projects 

in the watershed. 

 

 

Special Interest Groups 

 

Lake Associations 
 

A lake association is an organized group of people who have a common interest in a specific lake. 

Lake associations serve as an organized voice of their members to township and county government 

and are often a watchdog for enforcement of local ordinances. Associations may also monitor lake 

conditions, develop management plans, educate shoreland property owners about individual and 

collective actions to protect a lake, and provide volunteers to assist in lake and watershed projects. 

They may also work with the DNR to improve fish habitat or fish stocking, get permits for aquatic 

plant removal, maintain lake accesses, or implement lakeshore stabilization projects. 

 

Presently there are four lake associations in the County. These include: 

 

¶ Lake Elysian Watershed Association, representing Lake Elysian 

¶ Waseca Lakes Association, representing Clear Lake and Loon Lake 

¶ Reeds Lake Association 

¶ St. Olaf Lake Association 
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The Nature Conservancy 
 

The Nature Conservancy is an organization whose primary purpose is the preservation and 

utilization of grasslands, wetlands, and other natural assets for public use. Their protection goal is to 

preserve ecologically significant natural areas through acquisition, gifts of land, management 

agreements, conservation easements, and voluntary land protection. 

 

The Nature Conservancy is supported through membership and gifts from individuals, community 

groups, corporations, and foundations. They have often been involved in creating, funding, and 

supporting programs, such as the County Biological Survey, which includes digital databases. 

 

 

The Cannon River Watershed Partnership (CRWP) 
 

The CRWP is a 501 (c) (3) nonprofit, member-funded organization dedicated to the protection and 

improvement of the surface and ground water resources and natural systems of the Cannon River 

Watershed. CRWP was founded in 1990 through the hard work of concerned citizens and through 

support of the Nature Conservancy, Minnesota BWSR, and the Minnesota DNR. Projects are 

focused on education, on conservation, on water quality monitoring, and on advocacy and outreach 

throughout the watershed and are carried out with the cooperation of volunteers, farmers, local 

businesses and industry, schools and colleges, and with the assistance of some 500 CRWP  

members. 
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Chapter Two: 

Goals, Objectives, and Implementation Steps 

ñThree-Year Focus Plan (2015-2018)ò 
 

 

 
The following Focus Plan identifies the goals, objectives, and implementation steps that will  

guide the County in water resource management over the next three years (2015-2018). A 

three-year implementation plan has been adopted for this update due to the two-year extension 

that was granted by the BWSR for the Waseca County Water Plan Amendment. Each initiative 

has been assigned specific implementation information, thus laying the foundation for achieving 

goals and objectives set forth in the plan. 

 

A. Goals, Objectives, and Initiatives Defined 

 

The Focus Plan consists of goals, objectives, and initiatives that were developed with input 

from the public, other governmental units/agencies, and from the 2009 and 2015 Water 

Planning Task Force. The following provides a definition of each of these plan 

components: 

 

Goal: An idealistic statement intended to be attained at some undetermined future date. 

As water planning efforts are moving towards the One Watershed One Plan approach, 

goals have been created to be more measurable in nature. 

 

Objective: An action-oriented statement that supports the completion of a goal. There 

may be more than one objective per goal. 

 

Implementation Step: A specific action that will  be taken in order to achieve a goal and 

objective. 

 

B. Initiative  Information  

 

Each initiative identified in the Focus Plan has been assigned specific information on 

priority, proposed timeframe, coordinator(s), and estimated cost. Collectively, this 

information will  be used to direct the implementation of the plan. A description of 

these categories is provided below. 

 

Priority:  This ranks each implementation step into a High, Medium, or Low priority. 

 

Proposed Timeframe: Provides an approximate timeframe, with amended 

implementation steps from 2015-2018, when the initiative will  be initiated and 

completed. A 
+
 plus sign indicates an extended timeline from original 2009-2013 

implementation steps. 

 

Coordinator(s): Entails who potentially will  be involved in the implementation of the 

initiative. An *asterisk indicates lead responsibility in the implementation table. A 

listing of the most common coordinating agencies and their respective acronyms is 

provided below. 
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Agricultural Producers (Ag Producers) 

Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)  

Cities (Cities) 

County (County) 

Highway Department (HD)  

Public Health Services (PHS) 

Planning and Zoning (PZ) 

Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD)  

Solid Waste (SW) 

Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR)  

Minnesota Department of Agriculture (MDA) 

Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR)  

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)  

Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)  

Townships (Twns)  

United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

University of Minnesota Extension (UME) 

University of Minnesota Southern Research and Outreach Center 

(UMSROC) 

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)  

United States Fish and Wildlife  Service (USFWS)  

Watershed Management-Like Organizations (WMLO) 

Lake Elysian Watershed Association (LEWA)  

Cannon River Watershed Partnership (CRWP)  

Greater Blue Earth River Alliance (GBERA)  

Reeds Lake Association (RLA) 

St. Olaf Lake Association (SOLA) 

Waseca Lakes Association (WLA) 

 

Estimated Cost: This category is divided into two columns: overall and County only. The 

overall cost column provides an estimate of the total cost among all cooperators to implement 

the initiative. The County only column presents the cost to the County (including SWCD) to 

implement the initiative. Initiatives that the County was unable to assign an estimated cost to are 

listed as To Be Determined (TBD). 
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GOAL  1: 

PROTECT AND IMPROVE  THE  

QUALITY  OF WATER  RESOURCES THROUGHOUT  THE COUNTY  

2015 AMENDMENTS 

 

Objective 1: Work to monitor and assess all County waters for determination and extent of impairments. 

Objective 2: Properly manage pollution caused by feedlots and industry. 

Objective 3: Identify non-compliant septic systems. 

Objective 4: Reduce erosion and sediment loading of surface water resources. 

Objective 5: Properly manage stormwater runoff. 

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

1. Implement the Le Sueur River WRAPS 10-year 

targets for pollutant/stressor reduction within 

watershed. Conduct bi-yearly monitoring of 

parameters for a minimum of 70% of all watershed 

waters and publish 5 year updates, showing progress 

towards goal reductions. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*MPCA,  

*UMSROC,  

WMLOs 
$150,000/yr 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

2. Reduce Total Nitrogen and Total Phosphorus 

concentrations through nutrient management 

procedures (including manure)/reduced applications 

on 20% of normalized acreage of total Le Sueur 

River Watershed. Once completed, utilize Cannon 

River WRAPS to determine rate applicable for 

Cannon River Watershed.  

 

 

 

High 

 

2015-2018 

*MPCA, *Ag 

Producers,  

PZ, MDA 

 

TBD 

 

    TBD 
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Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

3. Continue TMDL studies on waters of Waseca 

County following the Intensive Watershed 

Monitoring approach. Create annual reporting 

system for MPCA and PZ offices. Develop and 

implement restoration measures on 25% of listed 

impaired waters to meet TMDLs.  

 

 
High 

 

 
2015-2018 

 

 

     *MPCA, *PZ, 

       WMLOs, 

      CRWP 

 

 
     TBD 

 

 
     TBD 

 
4. Continue to monitor waters following the 

Minnesotaôs Water Quality Monitoring Strategy, 

2011-2021, and the HUC 8 approach (Le Sueur River 

and Cannon River Watersheds). Publish on County 

website all completed and updated reports according 

to Goals and Objectives timeline. 

 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*MPCA, *EPA, 

MDA, DNR 

PZ 
$125,000/yr $50,000/yr 

 

5. Ensure that facilities that treat, store, or dispose of 

hazardous waste are in compliance with the Federal 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act by 

conducting 25 annual inspections. Consider having 

quarterly collected ground-water samples submitted 

to County water planner. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 
 

*MPCA, *PZ,  

EPA $20,000/yr 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

6. Noncompliant SSTSs. Provide educational and 

financial assistance, as available, to homeowners to 

upgrade noncompliant SSTSs. Achieve <10% failing 

across County by 2025. 

 

High 

 

   +
2015-2018 

*PHS, *MDA,  

*MPCA, 

*WMLOs, UME 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

$5,000/yr 

7. Feedlot Program. Continue to locally administer the 

Countyôs Feedlot Program to assist feedlot operators 

in obtaining and maintaining compliance with State 

regulations, developing manure management plans, 

and using proper land application techniques. File all 

reporting within Tempo system. 

 

 
High 

 

 
  + 

2015-2018 

 
 

*PZ, MPCA, 

SWCD 

 

 
$75,000/yr 

 

 
$55,000/yr 
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Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

8. Ensure registration of all feedlots capable of holding 

50 or more animal units (AU), or 10 in shoreland 

areas. Inspect a minimum of 7% of all registered 

feedlots per year. Ensure EAW completion for 

proposed feedlots over 1,000 AU or 500 AU in 

sensitive areas. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, MPCA 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

9. SSTS Maintenance. Provide educational 

assistance to homeowners on proper SSTS 

maintenance, compliance, and suggested inspection 

frequency. Conduct a minimum of 50 maintenance 

inspections per year. Achieve >60% maintained  rate 

across County by 2025.  

 

High 

 

  +
2015-2018 

 

*PHS,*WMLOs, 

MPCA, UME 

 

$90,000/yr 

 

$80,000/yr 

 

10. Update Waseca County stormwater systems, 

especially in the county seat city of Waseca, in order 

to account for increased storm severity precipitation 

rates. Partner with MPCA for potential to implement 

stormwater BMPs throughout county. Implement a 

minimum of 6 BMPs per year. 

 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, *MPCA, 

Cities, UMSROC 

 

 

$150,000/yr 

 

$75,000/yr 

 

11. Stormwater Management Plans. Participate in the 

development and implementation of stormwater 

management plans for cities and rural areas with 

stormwater-related issues. Incorporate an alternative 

stormwater system for severe storm events. Install 3 

large scale wetland areas to direct stormwaters into, 

triggered by 10-year rain events, in order to 

minimize flooding impacts caused by heavy rains. 

 

 

 

   High 

 

 

 
  + 

2015-2018 

 

 

*Cities, *MPCA, 

PZ, SWCD, 

Twns 

 

 

 
$150,000/yr 

 

 

 
$55,000/yr 
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Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

12. Conduct research on the impact of suggested 

nitrogen fertilizer application rate (U of M 

guideline) on receiving water bodies. Monitor 

nitrogen concentrations within 8 representative 

county ditches to assess guideline compliance. Hold 

annual public hearings presenting results and 

discussing next steps. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*UMSROC, PZ, 

MPCA, MDA 

 

 

$65,000/yr 

 

 

$30,000/yr 

13. SSTS Program. Continue to locally administer the 

Countyôs SSTS Program, requiring inspections for 

new construction and prior to property transfers. 

Conduct a minimum of 15 new 

construction/property transfer inspections per year. 

 

Medium 

 

+
2015-2018 

 

*PHS, MPCA 

 

$85,000/yr 

 

$75,000/yr 

 

14. Update County SSTS systems. Introduce cluster 

systems to landowners that could benefit from these 

new systems by holding 3 public meetings 

(introduction, discussion, vote).  

 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2016 

 
*PZ, MPCA, WLA, 

LEWA, 

RLA, SOLA 

 

 

 

 $100,000 

 

 

     $100,000 

15. Reduce bacteria/ E. coli concentrations by 

implementing rotational grazing and livestock 

exclusion on 25% of total acreage of grazed riparian 

areas across County. 

 

Medium  

 

    
2015-2018 *MDA, *PZ 

USDA 

 

$100,000/yr 

 

$40,000/yr 

16. Complete DEM Hydro Conditioning analysis within 

Waseca County. Combine results with past 

successful nutrient BMP initiation in determining 

what BMPs are best fit for specific County needs. 

Implement 5 large-scale nutrient BMPs per year.    

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2018 
 

*UMSROC *PZ, 

SWCD 

 

 

 $75,000/yr 

 

$50,000/yr 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 49  

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

 

17. Offer subsidies (minimum 5 per year) to farmers 

willing to participate in total suspended solid 

reduction strategies, including the construction of 

two-stage ditches and sediment retention ponds. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2018 

 
*PZ, *USACE,  
DNR, MPCA,  
MDA, Cities,  

BWSR 

 

$200,000/yr 

 

   $125,000/yr 

 

18. Consider designating the Le Sueur River Watershed 

as a Groundwater Management Area (GWMA). 

Create a draft plan to establish the watershed as a 

GWMA utilizing DNR pilots by December, 2020. 

Involve public in the plan creation utilizing public 

forums. 

 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

*DNR, *PZ, 

SWCD, MDA,  

MDH, MPCA, 

BWSR 

 

 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

   $30,000/yr 

19. Implement Citizen Water Monitoring Programs 

including stream and lake monitoring on 4 County 

lakes and 5 rivers/creeks. Focus on highly recreated 

lake waters including Clear Lake, Lake Elysian, St. 

Olaf, and Reeds Lake. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

*MPCA, *PZ, 

WLA, LEWA, 

RLA, SOLA 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

20. Provide rain barrels to citizens in attempts of 

utilizing heavy storm rains that would otherwise be 

directed towards stormwater systems. Purchase 300 

barrels per year. Educate County residents on 

maximizing usage of collected rains. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 
 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, Cities 

SWCD, MPCA 

 

 
  $45,000/yr 

 

 
  $45,000/yr 

21. Consider adopting a County Stormwater Initiative in 

order to provide funding for stormwater retention, 

infiltration, and groundwater discharge initiatives. 

Present idea to public through 4 public meetings ï 2 

meetings explaining purpose and involvement 

procedures, 1 meeting voting on passage, 1 meeting 

discussing prioritized potential actions.  

 

 

Medium 

 

 
 

2015-2016 

 

 

*County, 

MPCA 

 

 
  $50,000 

 

 
  $50,000 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 50  

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

22. Inspect a minimum of 10 pasture operations 

annually to confirm discharge is not taking place 

into the waters of the state. Require termination of 

discharge when found. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2017 

 

 

*PZ, MPCA 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

23. Utilize the Waseca County Feedlot Officer to act on 

odor complaints, logging all complaints ï ensure 

compliance with state hydrogen sulfide emission 

regulations. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, MPCA 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

24. Begin stream gauging on County waters that have 

shown high rates of incision, including 5 

representative ditches, the Little CobbRiver, and the 

Le Sueur River, according to Le Sueur River 

Watershed sediment budget. Publish this information 

on County website for public use. 

 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*MPCA, 

UMSROC, Cities, 

PZ 

 

 

 

$20,000/yr 

 

 

 

$5,000/yr 

 

25. Designate Source Water Assessment areas for 50%  

of those areas within Waseca County that have a 

designated Source Water Protection Plan. Within the 

assessment, include documentation of well 

construction. Make available to public by including 

on County website. 

 

 

 

Low 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

 

*PHS, MDH 

 

$75,000/yr 

 

   TBD 

 

26. Monitor herbicide concentrations (acetochlor, 

glyphosate) in 7 Waseca County drainage systems. 

Utilize past research conducted by UMSROC. 

 

 

Low 

 

2015-2018 

 

*MPCA, MDA, 

UMSROC 

 

 

$60,000/yr 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 51  

GOAL  2: 

MAINTAIN  AND ENHANCE THE COUNTYôS 

DRAINAGE  SYSTEM AND WETLAND  RESOURCES 

2015 AMENDMENTS 

Objective 1: Properly manage the CountyΩs drainage system. 

Objective 2: Preserve and restore wetlands. 

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

 

27. Ensure installation of 50 ft average, 30 ft minimum 

vegetative buffer strips width along all public waters 

by November, 2017. Continue to inspect buffers after 

this deadline, and issue correction 

letters/administrative penalties when noncompliance 

identified. Create County map of those waters in 

compliance. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

 

*PZ, *SWCD,  

BWSR, DNR  

 

 

$50,000/yr 

 

 

$35,000/yr 

28. Ensure installation of 16.5 ft minimum width 

vegetative buffer strips or alternative practices for 

public ditches or non-public waters by November, 

2018. Continue to inspect buffers after this deadline, 

and issue correction letters/administrative penalties 

when non-compliance is identified. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, *SWCD,  

BWSR, DNR  

 

$30,000/yr 

 

$15,000/yr 

29. Regulations. Ensure existing wetlands are 

protected through the enforcement of existing State 

and Federal regulations, including the Minnesota 

Wetland Conservation Act and Swampbuster. 

 
 

High 

 
 

+
2015-2018 

 

*PZ, USDA,  

DNR, SWCD, 

BWSR, USACE 

 

 

 

$50,000/yr $20,000/yr 

30. The County shall accept applications for lands to be 

enrolled into the wetland preservation area program 

to promote preservation of natural wetland acerage. 

 
 

High 

 
 

+
2015-2018 

 

*PZ, BWSR 

County Auditor 

 

 

 

$1,500/yr TBD 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 52  

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

31. Regulate flood waters associated with drainage 

systems through the construction and maintenance 

of structures including water and sediment retention 

basins, 2-stage ditches or other structures that lower 

drainage water levels. Install flood mitigation 

structures on 2.5% of total Le Sueur River 

Watershed and 2.5% of total Cannon River 

watershed. 

 

High 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ,*USAE,          

PHS, SWCD, 

MDA 

 

 

$120,000/yr 

 

 

    TBD 

32. Achieve 22,700 new adoption acres of conservation 

tillage and 8,900 new adoption acres of cover crops 

in Le Sueur River Watershed to act as part of 

WRAPS 10-year 5% reduced flow goal.  

 

 

High 

 

2015-2018 
*MPCA, *SWCD, 

MDA 
TBD TBD 

33. Implement grass waterways on 2% of total Le Sueur 

River Watershed coverage. Also implement 

conservation cover on 2.4% of total watershed 

coverage. Reference percentages for flow reduction 

goals in Cannon River Watershed WRAPS once 

completed. Normalize acreage for percentage of 

watersheds within County. Compile log of practice 

percentages across watersheds. 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 *PZ, *SWCD, 

 DNR 
$80,000/yr $50,000/yr 

 

34. Monitor County drainage system flow rates of 12 

public ditches in order to assess the use of potential 

technologies used to reduce flooding impacts. Include 

primary focus on New Richland Ditches 47 and 6. 

 

High 

 

2015-2018 

 

*PZ, *USACE 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

35. Address WCA no-loss cases with practices including 

erosion control measures, fish habitat preservation, 

BMPs, and water resource protection measures. 

Utilize 2 of these methods per year. 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 *PZ, BWSR,  

DNR, USACE, 

SWCD 

  

 

$80,000/yr 

 

$60,000/yr 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 53  

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

36. Update the Countyôs National Wetland Inventory 
GIS data system to include the most recent data, 

published March of 2015. 

 
High 

 
2015-2016 

 

     *PZ 

 

 

$3,000 

 

 

$3,000 

 

37. Utilize RIBITS Wetland Banking Online system in 

order to make available county wetland information 

including application materials, TEP findings, 

approval information, monitoring reports, 

photographs, credit allocation requests, agency 

comments and communication, and easement and 

compliance inspections. 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 
*PZ, *BWSR,  

DNR, USACE,  

 EPA 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

38. Target drainage networks best fit for conservation-

practice placement utilizing the Agricultural 

Conservation Planning Framework Toolbox across 

the County. Initiate conservation practices on 5% of 

identified best fit areas by September, 2018. 

 

           

       Medium 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, *SWCD,  

DNR 

 

$60,000/yr 

 

$40,000/yr 

 

39. Invest in new technologies to improve water quality 

in drainage systems in Waseca County including 

streambed vegetated ditch systems and wetland 

sediment retention floodplains. Install 1 new 

technology system per year. 

 

Medium 

 

2015-2018 
*DNR, *MDA, 

MPCA, USACE 

 

$90,000/yr 

 

$50,000/yr 

 

40. Conduct ditch redeterminations on County ditch 

systems to have a County completed redetermination 

rate of 75% by December, 2018.  

       Medium    2015-2018 

 

*PZ, *County,  

MPCA, DNR      $60,000/yr 

 

    $60,000/yr 

 

 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 54  

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

 

41. Promote wetland restorations in the County by 

holding 1 annual public meeting and by including 

discussion in the annual Farmerôs Forum agenda. 

 

           

       Medium  

 

2015-2018 

 

*PZ, MPCA,  

UME, BWSR, 

SWCD, County  

 

 

$7,000/yr 

 

$7,000/yr 

 

42. Pursue implementation of Multi-Purpose Drainage 

Management Plans on public and private drainage 

systems. Hold 2 public hearings to receive public 

input on determining which 2 public ditches should 

be targeted, and to see if 1 private ditch owner is 

interested in plan implementation. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2017 

 

 

*County, *MDA, 

MPCA, Cities, 

DNR 

 

 

 

$8,000/yr 

 

$8,000/yr 

 

43. Strengthen county enforcement measures of the 

Wetland Conservation Act through the designation of 

the Waseca County Water Resource Specialist as a 

Certified Wetland Delineator. Achieve this 

designation through 3 years study under a certified 

wetland delineator. 

 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

 

*BWSR, *PZ 

 

 

$25,000/yr 

 

 

$12,000/yr 

44. Pursue open tile inlet alternatives including inlet 

risers, rock inlets, and intensive tiling for local 

farmers. Utilize drainage authority to propose 

funding opportunities for open tile inlet alternatives 

to locals at 1 public hearing. Install 15 systems per 

year. 

 
 

Low 

 
 

2015-2018 

 

 

*MDA, *DNR , 

County, MPCA 

 

 

 

$20,000/yr 

 

 

 

$8,000/yr 

 

 

 

 

 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 55  

GOAL 3:  

PROTECT AND ENHANCE THE COUNTYôS 

SHORELAND AND NATURAL COR RIDORS  

2015 AMENDMENTS 

 
Objective 1: Develop and implement reasonable strategies to protect and enhance shorelands. 

Objective 2: Develop and implement reasonable strategies to protect and enhance natural corridors. 

 

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

45. Ensure that septic systems operating near shoreland 

areas are in compliance by inspecting 40 systems 

annually. Provide technical and financial assistance 

to those that are out of compliance. 

 
High 

 
2015-2018 

 

  *PHS, PZ, 

*MPCA, 

MDH  

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

 

$45,000/yr 

 

46. Continue to implement RIM easements both to 

restore natural corridors and to act as flood 

attenuation mechanisms. Aim to implement a 

minimum of 75 additional easements by 2018, with 

10% of this total amount existing as perpetual 

easements. 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*SWCD, *BWSR, 

PZ 

 

 

 

$125,000/yr 

 

 

 

$50,000/yr 

 

47. Continue to provide educational, technical, and 

financial assistance to landowners for shoreland 

BMPs in the agriculture and construction realms. 

Include participation within the Minnesota Aquatic 

Habitat Grants Program. 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, 

*DNR,*WMLOs , 

MPCA, BWSR 

 

 

$150,000/yr 

 

 

$125,000/yr 

 

48. Consider developing Lake Improvement Districts for 

managing water quality, water level and aquatic 

vegetation. Educate landowners on the outcomes of 

the development of Lake Improvement Districts. 
 

 

 

High 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

*WMLOs, *PZ, 

MPCA, DNR 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

 

$7,000/yr 

 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 56  

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

 

49. Continue to administer the Waseca County Aquatic 

Invasive Species Prevention Program. Utilize the 

County Watercraft Inspector to minimize invasive 

species introduced to County lakes by inspecting 

Clear Lake, Reeds Lake, St. Olaf and Lake Elysian. 

Acquire a minimum of 100 inspection hours during 

each annual inspection season (late April ï October). 

 

 

 

High 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 
*PZ, *County,  

DNR  

 

 

$30,000/yr 

 

 

$30,000/yr 

 

50. Update shoreland ordinances by December, 2017, 

utilizing the DNR draft rules. Involve public in 

updates through 3 public hearings. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2017 

 

*County,  

Cities, MPCA,  

DNR 

 

  

 

$8,000/yr 

 

$8,000/yr 

 

51. Treat for Aquatic Invasive Species in infested County 

lakes (Clear, Reeds). Utilize chemical application 

techniques or mechanical techniques depending on 

best fit application. 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

*PZ, *DNR 

*WMLOs 

 

 

$15,000/yr 

 

 

$10,000/yr 

 

52. Limit recreational impact on shoreland and water 

quality by ensuring shoreland impact zone and 

shoreline are protected. Also monitor newly installed 

docks to minimize shoreline alteration. Monitor 

utilizing County staff to assess shoreline alterations, 

including the maintenance of the Shore Impact Zone 

as a natural vegetative buffer. Conduct annual 

monitoring of Clear Lake, Reeds Lake, St. Olaf and 

Lake Elysian shorelands. 

 

 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

 

*Cities,  *County, 

DNR 

 

 

 $10,000/yr 

 

$10,000/yr 

 
 
 
 
 



Waseca County Water Plan Amendment 57  

 

Implementation Steps 
 

Priority  
Proposed 

Timeframe 

Coordinator(s) 

(*Lead) 

Estimated Cost 

Overall County Only 

53. Provide educational, technical, and financial 

assistance, as available, to landowners for the 

implementation of water quality-related BMPs, 

such as stormwater retention practices, lakescaping, 

and vegetative buffer strips. Hold 3 public meetings 

to ensure public understanding and compliance with 

the newly passed buffer law, MN Statute 103E. 

 

 

 

Medium 

 

 

 
+
2015-2018 

 

 

*WMLOs, 

*PZ, DNR, 

MPCA, NRCS, 

SWCD, UME, 

BWSR 

 

 

 

$35,000/yr 

 

 

 

$20,000/yr 

 

54. Involve interested parties in County Aquatic Invasive 

Species Prevention by creating an AIS Task Force as 

a subset of the Water Plan Task Force. Hold 1 public 

meeting to call to members of the public that may be 

interested in joining the task force. Hold a minimum 

of 1 annual meeting. 

 

 

Low 

 

 

2015-2018 

 

 

*PZ, *WMLOS, 

County, Cities, 

Twns, BWSR, 

SWCD, DNR 

 

  

 

 

$3,500/yr 

 

 

$3,500/yr 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




